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Current Topics. 


The Trial of the Ex-Kaiser. 











Ir is not surprising that the policy of placing the ex-Kaiser 
|on his trial, which has been generally welcomed, is producing 
| some misgiving now that the difficulties it involves are begin- 
| ning to be realized. It is contained in Art. 227 of the Treaty, 
under which ‘‘ the Allied and Associated Powers publicly ar- 
raign him for a supreme offence against international 
morality and the sanctity of treaties.’’ The special tribunal to 
| be constituted to try him, ‘‘ thereby assuring him the guaran- 
tees essential to the right of defence,’’ will be composed of five 
judges, one appointed by each of the United States, Great 
| Britain, France, Italy, and Japan, and in its decision it ‘ will 
| be guided by the highest motives of international policy, with 
la view to vindicating the sblemn obligation of international 
| undertakings, and the validity of international morality,’’ and 
it will be the duty of the tribunal “‘ to fix the punishment 
| which it considers should be imposed.’’ It has been announced 
| that it will sit in London 


The Nature of the Tribunal. 

THERE ARE, of course, obvious Objections to the tribunal 
from the legal point of view, but, as we noticed last week 
(ante, p. 640), the Allies and Associated Powers have clearly 
stated that the public arraignment ‘‘ has not a juridical char- 
acter as regards its substance, but only in its form,’’ This ex- 
planation is necessary, for the alleged offence—though the form 
of the indictment is still unknown—has never been the subject 
of criminal law, and the tribunal is established, not under any 
known criminal jurisdiction, but to suit the novel crime, It 
is, perhaps, a matter of greater importance that the judges will 
be the nominees of the prosecutors, and the tribunal] can hardly 
escape offending one of the cardinal rules of natural justice, 
namely, that a party shall not be judge in his own cause; or 
shall not at once be judge and prosecutor. This was empha- 
sized for ordinary municipal pro edure in the case of Law vy. 
Chartered Institute of Patent A ye nts (ante, p 147.) On the 
other hand, it may be said with propriety that in the present 
circumstances a court could not be constituted in any other 
way, and it is a question of either offending fhe rule or of having 
no justice at all. And, in fact, the persons selected as judges 
can no doubt be relied upon to develop, as it has been put, the 
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international mind, and give judgment with absolute impar- 
tiality. And the Allies have secured for the ex-Kaiser ade 
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Anson (Constitutional Law, Vol. I., p. 42) seems to rely 
chiefly fact for his view that the Cabinet is not tech 
nik ally a Committee of the Privy Council, if, indeed, that really 
is his view, for he is not very clear on the matter 
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order to impose on them a legal obligation to keep 
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the death of Sir W1ii1am Anson this obligation of secrecy has 
1917—on the members of the Cabinet and 
world by statute It is now an offence to betray 
Cabinet secrets. In Anson's volume on the Crown, Part L., 
pp. 80-7, he works out the history of the Cabinet, trying to 
shew that it did not grow out of any known Committee of the 
Privy Council, and that it gradually superseded the latter 
as the political adviser of the Crown. This, of course. is 
due to party Government. The Privy Council includes mem- 
bers of all political parties, whereas the Cabinet—even in 
days of Coalition Government—only includes those who act 
together on the political issues of the day. Here, again, it 
may be doubted whether the correct inference from the ad- 
mitted facts is that the Cabinet is not a Privy Council Com- 
mittee. It might be argued that, like the Judicial Committee, 
it is a specially constituted section of the Council whose mem- 
bers are united by one recognized tie. Perhaps some day a 
statute will do for the Cabinet what the Act of 1833 did for 
the Judicial Committee, and place its constitution and pro- 
cedure on a statutory basis. 


been imposed—in 
the outside 


The Constitutional Eff. ct of a Government Defeat. 


ANOTHER INTERESTING question of political etiquette rather 
than of Constitutional Law turns on the extent to which a 
Government must recognize an adverse vote in Parliament 
It is well settled that an adverse vote in the House of Lords 
not count. It is equally well settled that rejection of 
the Budget or the Army Act by the House of Commons, or 
the carrving of a formal vote of censure after a regular debate, 
is a mandate to resion which the Government cannot disobey 
without being guilty of unconstitutional action, which renders 
the adviser of the policy liable to impeachment or to attainder 
by Act of Parliament. The only plea valid as an excuse for 
disobedience to the expressed will of Parliament in any of 
those three cases is an appeal to the country by a General 
Election. A Ministry may refuse to accept the verdict of 
the House provided it appeals from it to the constituencies 
it a reasonably early date: this was the course adopted by 
Pirt in 1783. .The reason why a refusal is unconstitutional, 
as Dicey ably points out, is because it renders impossible the 
carrying on of the King’s Government at all, or the legal carry- 
ing on of the same. Either the Army and the Civil expendi 
ture must be kept going without any legal sanction, or the 
Army must be disbanded and all expenditure on government 
an act of anarchy only technically distinguishable 
from high treason. But when the House of Commons stops 
short of refusing supplies, rejecting the Army Act, or carry- 
ing & vote of censure, yet constantly outvotes the Government, 
a more difficult question arises. In such a case the matter 
seems to be one of degree and proportion. If the House de- 
liberately rejects the Government policy on a vital matter of 
public affairs, the Government is constitutionally bound either 
to resign or to advise a dissolution. If the House repeatedly 
and continuously rejects everything the Government proposes, 
even although the matters be of trivial importance, the same 
But the occasional defeats of Governments on 
minor votes is another matter: there the maxim applies 
De minimis lex non curat. 
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stopped 


rule follows 


Recovery of Possession Under the Rent 
Restri-*tion Acts. 

THE CHIEF result of the case of Stovin v. Farehrass (Times, 
8th inst.), just decided by the Court of Appeal on the Increase 
f Rent, & Acts, appears to be to shew the intricacies in 
which emergency legislation has involved the law of landlord 
ind tenant, though the actual decision was sufficiently obvious 
Under section 1 (3) of the Act of 1915, a landlord cannot re- 
cover possession of a house within the Act where the tenant is 
not in default, unless he shews that it is ‘‘ reasonably required 
by the landlord for the occupation of himself or some other 
person in his employ, or in the employ of some tenant from 
him, or on some other ground which may be deemed satisfac- 
tory by the Court Under this Act “‘ landlord ’’ included 4 
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purchaser from the original landlord, and hence a purchaser | 
could recover the house for his own occupation. To prevent 
this the Act of 1918 provided that the term should not in- 
clude a purchase since 30th September, 1917; but apparently 
this was found too drastic, and section 5 (2) of the Act of 
1919 provides that the Act of 1918 shall not prevent the Court 
from making an order for the recovery of possession “‘ if, after 
considering all the circumstances of the case, including espe- 
cially the alternative accommodation available for the tenant, 
the Court considers it reasonable to make such an order 


Recovery of Possession for Purchasers. 

In THE case of Stovin v. Farebrass (supra) a house was pur- 
chased from the plaintiff in August, 1918, on condition that 
the purchaser was put in possession by the end of September, 
1918, but when that time came the defendant, who was the 
tenant, declined to leave. In December, 1918, the county 
court judge at Southend made an order for possession on the 
ground that the landlord required the house for the occupa 
tion of the purchaser. This, he held, was within the terms 
‘some other ground ”’ in section 1 (3) of the Act of 1915 
But whatever may be the limitation which requires to be put 
on these words—and in fhe Court of Appeal it was assumed 
that there must be some limitation—it is clear that they can 
not include a ground which is inconsistent with the express 
exceptions named in the sub-section. A landlord can recover 
for the occupation of himself or his employee, or the employee 
of a tenant; but there the list stops. The discretion to allow 
recovery on some other ground can hardly be exerciseable so 
as to let in a fourth class—purchasers who require the house 
for occupation. So, accordingly, the Court of Appeal have 
decided, and, indeed, any other result would have overridden 
the Act of 1918. But in fact, when the appeal was heard, the 
Act of 1919 was the governing statute, and the case was re 
mitted to the county court judge to deal with it under that 
statute—that is, with power to make the order if,,under the 
circumstances, especially having regard to the alternative 
accommodation available for the tenant, this was reasonable 


Scale Charges for Leases. 

Unpver Schedule I., Part I1., of the Remuneration Order, 
1882, the scale charges of the lessor’s solicitor for preparing, 
settling, and completing leases and counterparts are broadly 
divided into those for leases at a rack rent and those for long 
leases not at a rack rent. The distinction between the two 
classes of charges are in the great majority of cases sufficiently 
marked ; but there are others in which fhe line of demarcation 
1s not so clear, and in which the questions arise what is a long 
lease and what is a rack rent. Both of these questions arose 
in the recent case of Re Sawyer d& Withall (reported elsewhere), 
before Sarcant, J., though it was conceded arguendo 
that the lease in question was a long lease, and the only ques 
tion which remained was whether the lease was at a rack rent. 
The facts of the case were very simple. The lease, or rather 
underlease, was of a house situated in Marylebone for a term 
of 614 years at an annual rent of £525, under which the 
lessees were bound to pay rates and taxes and do the repairs. 
The lease was at the full market rent which could be obtained 
for the property on the terms of the lessees undertaking the 
obligations as to rates, taxes, and repairs, and if the property 
fad been let on the terms of the lessors doing the repairs, the 
full rental value would have been about 20 per cent. higher. 
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The lessees claimed that the lease was one at a rack rent, and | 


| 
that the scale fee chargeable was £17 10s. The lessors’ soli- | 


citors claimed that the lease was a long lease, not at a rack rent, | tween grounds 


and that the scale fee chargeable was £42 15s. The taxing 
master held that the lease vas at a rack rent, and on a sum 
mons to review the taxation his decision was upheld. The term 

rack rent ’’ is a somewhat vague expression, and is not made 
very much clearer by its definition in Lr parte Connally (1900, 
1 Ir. R. 4) as ‘‘ the full annual value of the holding.’ The 
question, however, is not so much the meaning of rack rent 
as what is the meaning of the Order. In Re Sawyer d: 


present distinction between judicial 
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and the landlord paid fo: 


SarGant, J., thought that this was too narrow and technical 


t view of the Order and would result in an undue limitation 
of its beneficial application He took a broader view, and 
held that the Order applied whether the rent was established 
on the basis of the obligations as to rates and taxes and as to 
repairs being borne wholly by the tenant or by the landlord, 
or partly by one and partly by the othe This view seems 
to be in accordance with the practice of the t ixXing masters, 
and it will probably commend itself to the profession 
peneraily 
Discretion in Divorce Suits. 

THE EXERCISE of judicial discretion is always a task of diffi 
culty and anxiety, yet in order to prevent our law from degener 
ating into a Procrustean bed of rigid uniformity which work 


hardship to all alike, it is necessary to permit in many classes of 


cases at least a limited judicial! discretion—not merely as to the 
correct findings of fact which the evidence di tates, but also as 
to the extent and nature of rehef granted Inthe Divorce Court, 
This is well illustrated by Kelcher v. Belche: 
R. 581) llere a husband had committed adultery 


perhaps, the difficulty of exercising this discretion wisely and 
justiy 1s greatest. 
(36 T. LL 
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part of the husband, and refused to grant a divorce. In 
Pretty v. Pretty (1911, P. 83) Barcrave Deane, J., held that 
in exercising this discretion he might fairly take into considera 


tion sympathy with the petitioner and the weakness of the sex 
but in Wyke v. Wyke (1904, P. 149) Bucknitun, J., had laid 


down a different ruling, namely, whether the husband's cruelty 
or adultery direct/y conduces to adultery by the vife, and not 
merely indirectly (7.e., by its general weakening effect on her 
social sense and her conduct in life) Mr. Justice CoLeripeGr 
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Divorce Law in the Empire. 
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the Empire, of which Canada is in this respect a microcosm. 
The precise point at issue before the Privy Council was whether 
the courts in Manitoba have the same jurisdiction to dissolve 
and annul marriage as was conferred on the courts in England 
by the Divorce and Matrimonial! Causes Act of 1857. It was 
held, affirming the decision of the Manitoba Court, that the 
local courts have this jurisdiction. The question has evoked 
great difference of judicial opinion in the Western provinces 
of Canada, and rather heated discussions in legal magazines, 
&c. Of the latter an article in the Canadian Law Times for 
January, 1918, is an example. All these Western provinces 
appear to be in much the same position. A similar question 
was fought out in British Columbia some eleven years ago, and 
ended in an appeal to the Privy Council, with the same result 
as in the recent case from Manitoba: see Watts v. Watts 
(1908, A. C. 573). ‘The whole difficulty seems to have arisen 
from a lamentable want of explicitness in the statutes by which 
the local courts in Canada were created. It is, indeed, another 
instance of the innate weakness of the principle of legislation 
by reference. In the present case of Manitoba—and the same 
applies to British Columbia and other more recently formed 
provinces—the local court had all the jurisdiction, civil and 
criminal, conferred upon it which was possessed by the 
English courts at a given date. This date was, in the case of 
Manitoba, 1870, and in the case of British Columbia, 1858. 
Prior to the earlier of these dates the Act of 1857 in England 
had set up the new court for divorce and matrimonial causes 
(20 and 21 Vict., c. 85, s. 6). The question for the Canadian 
provinces was whether their courts when set up had a similar 
jurisdiction, or a jurisdiction conferred upon them in 
general terms—‘‘ civil and criminal ’’—by reference to the 
jurisdiction possessed by the English courts. 


Extension of the Divorce Law by Reference. 

THE ARGUMENT against the Canadian provincial courts having 
divorce jurisdiction was that the Act of 1857 in England was 
so purely local that its provisions were not to be regarded as 
capable of application overseas, and the analogy of the Mort 
main statutes was relied on. But the recent decision of the 
Privy Council has now confirmed the previous decision in the 
case of British Columbia, and has laid down the principle that 
the Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Act of 1857 did a great 
deal more than simply set up a new court. It introduced new 
substantive law, and gave to the new court not only the juris 
diction of the old ecclesiastical courts, but a new jurisdiction 
arising out of the principle, then first introduced into the 
law of England, of the right to divorce a vineulo matrimoni 
for certain matrimonial offences Having been made part of 
the law of England before the crucial date (in the case of Mani- 
toba, 1870), it became part of the substantive law of Manitoba. 
This principle of applying the English law of divorce to com- 
munities, whose local law embodies by reference English law 
as it stood subsequently to 1857, must therefore now be taken 
to be firmly established for all overseas dominions as well as 
the Canadian provinces, Of course, there are still parts of the 
Empire (both in and out of Canada) which on the same prin 
ciple have not the divorce law introduced into England in 1857. 
The crucial date of many of the older parts of the oversea 
dominions is earlier than 1857. Where English law as it 
stood at some date prior to 1857 is introduced by referential 
enactment, the new divorce law of 1857 has no application. In 
Canada itself Ontario is an example of this, and apparently no 
legislation has taken place (provincial or dominion) by which 
the Ontario courts can exercise divorce jurisdiction. As is 
generally known, local legislation in Australasia has gone very 
far in the opposite direction of conferring divorce jurisdiction 
on the courts of a more extended description than that in 


England. 


The directors of the Lonpon Counry, Westminster & Parr’s Bank 
(Limitep) have declared an interim dividend of ten per cent. for the 
half year ending Wth June on the £20 shares (£5 paid). The divi 


dend, 10s. per share (less Income Tax), will be payable on the Ist 
August. 


The Rights of Preference Share- 
holders in a Winding-up. 


In the recent case of Re Fraser & Chalmers (Limited) (ante, 
p. 590), Astsury, J., had to decide whether the claims of pre. 
ference shareholders to share in capital in a winding-up are 
limited to the right to a preferential return of capital, so as to 
leave the surplus assets for the ordinary shareholders ex- 
clusively, or whether they are entitled to share in these rateably 
with the ordinary shareholders. It is assumed that the pre- 
ference shares have been issued upon terms which leave this 
point open, for, of course, their rights are subject to such terms, 
If, for instance, as is frequently the case, it is provided that 
the preference shares shall confer the right to a fixed cumula- 
tive preferential dividend ata specified rate, and a preferential 
right to repayment of capital in a winding-up, but shal! not 
confer any further right to participate in profits or assets, then 
no question can arise. The right to participate in surplus 
assets is expressly excluded. Moreover, it is assumed that the 
preference expressly extends to capital as well as dividend, for 
otherwise preference shares have no priority over ordinary 
shares in the distribution of capital: Re London India Rubber 
Co. (L. R. 5 Eq. 519). But where preference shares are issued 
upon the terms of conferring preference both as regards divi- 
dend and the return of capital, but there is no express ex- 
clusion of the right to share further in dividend or capital, then 
the questions to which we have referred arise. 

As regards the right to share in surplus income after the 
ordinary shareholders have received a dividend of the same 
amount as the preference dividend, the question was settled by 
Will vy. United Lankat Plantations Co. (1912, 2 Ch. 571; 1914, 
A. ©. 11). In that case Joyce, J., had followed what seemed 
to be the natural construction of the terms of issue, and had 
held that after the ordinary shareholders had been put on an 
equality as regards dividend with the preference shareholders, 
any surplus was to go to the two classes rateably. But the 
Court of Appeal and the House of Lords took a aifferent view, 

and it was held that the rights of the preference shareholders 
as regards income were exhausted when they had received their 
preferential dividend. The conferring of a ‘‘ cumulative pre- 

ferential dividend ’’ was, said Lord Ha pane, so definite a 
pointing out of what the preference shareholder was to take as 

to suggest that it gave the whole of what he was to look to from 

the company. - 

It might be supposed that surplus assets in a winding-up 

would be subject to similar treatment, and that where the 

preference shareholder had received his capital intact, his 

rights against the assets would be exhausted, and any surplus 

would go to the ordinary shareholders. In Birch v. Cropper 

(14 App. Cas. 525), indeed, it was held that surplus assets 

were distributable rateably among the various classes of shares, 

but there the terms of issue of the preference shares gave 

priority only as regards dividends, and no special provision was 

made as regards return of capital. Under section 133 (1) of 

the Companies Act, 1862 (now section 186 (1) of the Act. of 

1908), the surplus assets had to be “‘ distributed amongst the 

members according to their rights and interests in the com- 
pany.”’ Butin Re Espuela Land and Cattle Co. (1909, 2 Ch. 
187), where the preference shares carried a preference both as 
regards dividend and return of capital in a winding-up, it was 
held by Swinren Eapy, J., that the same rule applied, ind 
that after capital had been repaid both to preference and 
ordinary shareholders, the surplus was distributable among 
both classes in proportion to the nominal value of their shares. 
The learned Judge pointed out fhat the rights of the share- 
holders depended on the construction of the memorandum and 
articles, but, in the absence of any provision to the contrary. the 
rights of the shareholders were equal. He found in that case no 
such provision, and hence the rule of equality prevailed. On the 
other hand, in Re National Telephone Co. (1914, 1 Ch. 755), 
Sarcant, J., held that the terms of issue of preference shares, 
under which the preference shareholders had priority as regards 
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geo and also as regards return of capital in a winding- 
», exhausted their rights in both respects, and that the whole 
of the surplus assets belonged to the other shareholders. Con- 
fronted by the decision of Swinren Eapy, J., in Re Espuela 
Land and Vattle Co, (supra), he pointed out that that was 
before Will v. United Lankat Plantations Co. (supra), and 
in his view the same principle applied both as regards dividend 
and as regards participation in capital. If the allocation to 
a preference shareholder of preference as regards dividend 
exhausted his right to share in income, the allocation to him 
of a preference as regards return of capital similarly ex- 
hausted his right to share in capital assets. ‘‘ lt appears to 
me,’ he said, ‘‘ that the weight of authority is in favour of 
the view that, either with regard to dividend or with regard 
to the rights in a winding-up, the express gift or attachment 
of preferential rights to preference shares on their creation 
is, prima facie, a definition of the whole of their rights in that 
respect, and negatives any further or other right to which, but 
for the specified rights, they would have been entitled.’”’ This 
seems to be a fair deduction frem the United Lankat Planta- 
tions Case, but in the present case of Re Fraser & Chalmers 
(Limited) (supra), Astsury, J., has preferred to confine the 
effect of that case to dividends, and, as regards participation in 
surplus profits, has followed the Lspucla Vase. In this state of 
things the question must be regarded as open, but, we imagine, 
with the probability of the decision of Sarcant, J., in the 
National Telephone Co. ¢ ‘ase being ultimately ap proved, 


The Weteadiscon a the Kaiser. 


Ir is not our purpose in this article to express any opinion 
on the varied questions of international law and _ political 
ethics which are bound up with the decision of the Council of 
Five to arraign the ex-Kaiser for offences violating the prin 
ciples of international morality. The Court which it is pro- 
posed to constitute for the conduct of this trial is directed 
by the Peace Treaty to apply principles of morality as be- 
tween nations in coming to a decision. As no principles 
which legalize the trial of a defeated sovereign for acts of 
State committed by him are known to the Law of Nations, 
it is obvious that the new High Court thus constituted will 
have to make a new precedent and elaborate a new formula. 
The trial of Cuartes I. by a High Court set up by the Rump 
Parliament is the nearest historical precedent which it can 
and then a defeated king was tried by his own 
victorious but rebellious subjects for violation of the funda- 
mental duties of a king under the Common Law. It may be 
that violation of the unwritten social contract which binds all 
nations to co-operate harmoniously with each other, and to 
abstain from the illegal use of force and the violation of express 
contracts such as treaties, will be the form of the indictment 
ultimately laid against the Kaiser 

Be that as it may, our object at present is simply to narrate 
an historical incident in the relations between Holland and 
England which has some bearing on a subsidiary question 
that must arise if and when the extradition of the Kaiser is 
demanded. It is obvious that there are at least three for- 
midable legal difficulties in the way of demanding the sur- 
render of the Kaiser. The first is the well-accepted rule that 
there can be no extradition for a purely political offence ; 
and the offence for which it is proposed to try the Kaiser 
cannot be regarded in any other light. The second is a rule 
as regards which our Courts and those of the United States 
have adopted a different view in the past, namely, the sur- 
render by Country A to Country B of a person who is the 
subject of Country C. American Courts have always held 
that A cannot surrender to B a subject of C without the con- 
sent of C (State v. Hall, 1894, American State Reports, 5O1). 
But the contrary rule was t ken by our King’s Bench Court in 
R. v. Nellins (1884, 53 L. J. M. CG. 157). The latter decision, 
hia: is prior to that of State v. Hall (supra), and its 
correctness is gravely doubted in our text-books (see Clarke 
on Extradition at p. 259). Of course, a question would here 
arise (1) whether the Kaiser is a subject of the new German 





aiscover ; 





Republic, and (2) whether that Republic's assent to the Treaty 
of Versailles is not an applied assent to the extradition of 
the Kaiser in accordance with the provisions of the Treaty. 
The third difficulty is whether any offence can be alleged against 
» Dutch Government can 
as based on positive or inte! maha ss law. 


an ingepen tent so vereign which t 
guize 


reco 


We do not propose, however, to discuss at length these 
interesting problems, but merely to reter to the famous case 
of GiLBert BuRNET, whose extradition was demanded from 
Holland by England in 1687 The demand came to be made 

9 circumstances In 1662 (14th September) 
an extradition treaty was ratified between England and Hol 
land under which the lattes country agreed to surrender (1) 
all regicides excepted from the English Restoration Act ol 
Indemnity, and (2) all other fugitive offenders demanded 
by the British Government Now Buryer while in Britain 
g, but three years 


in the following 


had written violent articles attacking the Kin 
before the demand for his surrender he had escaped to Hol- 
land lle had been appointed private secretary to WILLIAM 
OF ORANGE, and had in fact received naturalization papers in 
Holland, but by the law of nations at that time such natura- 
lization was invalid, for the rule ran Vemo protest exuere 
patriam The Scottish Courts had cited him for sedition, 
ind on his failure to appeal had sentenced him to outlawry. 
The demand now made was therefore twofold; first, the sur- 
render of Burner under the treaty as a political offender to 
stand trial in England, and, secondly, his surrender as an 
outlaw to undergo his sentence in Scotland ALBEVILLE, the 
English Ambassac lor, made the claim. The Government of 
Holland served it on Burnet, with the requirement that he 
should reply to it Hie claimed their protection as a natu- 
ralized subject, or, at any rate, as a law-abiding resident, and 
offered to submit to trial in Holland for any offence against 
the laws of the United Provinces alleged against him He 
also (1) denied that he was a fugitive offender: he had left 
England with the permission of the late King Cuar.es II. ; 
(2) denied that he was subject to Scottish jurisdiction at all. 
The result was that the Government of the United Provinces 
refused the surrender of Burnet, but offered to try him in 
their own Courts for any offence against the laws of England 
ind the Law of Nations which England chose to prele r against 
him. Thereupon ALBEVILLE claimed that the treaty gave 
England a right to claim Burner. He presented a memorial 

tting out the terms of the treaty, and submitting that on 
ts terms it was not necessary for England to do more than 
igainst BURNET. 


i 


n e th alleg ition ol crime 

Burnet, in his History of His Own Times (I., p. 730), nar 
rates as follows this memorial and the terms of the Dutch 
reply It was insisted on that, since the States were bound 
not to give sanctity to fugitives and rebels, they ought not 
to examine the grounds upon which such judgments were 
Upon this it 


was observed that the words in treaties ought to be explained 


riven, but were bound to execute the treaty 
according to their common acceptation, and the sense given to 
them in the civil law, and not according to any particular 
forms of Courts where for non appearance a writ of outlawry 


The sense of the word ‘ rebel’ in 
common use was a man who had borne arms ol! had plotted 


or rebelljon might lie 


against his prince; and a ‘fugitive’ was a man that fled 
from justice (ldid., edition 1833). The result of these 
negotiations was that the extradition of Burner was refused 
unless and until the En ild prefer against 
him in the Dutch Courts on sufficient evidence some charge 
which was supported by the laws of England and the Law of 
Nations. This was not done, and Burnet went scathelegs. 


glish Government sh« 


Since this famous episode it has become the general custom 


of all constitutional Governments, including our own, to 
refuse extradition of an alleged ‘‘ fugitive offender ’’ until evi- 
dence is laid before their own Courts of three facts :—(1) 


That he is charged with a definite leoal crime which is not of 


a political nature; (2) that there is prima facie evidence of 
his guilt; and (3) that he is a fugitive from justice. These 
three requirements are now expressly or impliedly embodied 
in all extradition treaties. 
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But, of course, it is always open to mem to the sovereign body of 
any State to waive the requirements of its extradition treaties 
and banish or surrender an alien accused of offences by 
another Power Its own nationals it cannot so surrender 
they are entitled to the protecton of their own State and its 
laws But an alien cannot prefer such a claim. It is there 
fore quite possible under international law for Holland to 
waive the formal requirements ol her extradition laws and 
surrender the ex-Kaise1 Whether or not she chooses to waive 
these requirements is an internal question for her own rulers. 
What is quite clear is that, if she refuses to waive them and 
insists on the usual procedure being observed in the case of 
the Kaiser, she is within the protection of international law 
in so doing, and any coercion of her Government would be a 
clear breach of ttled international principles In such an 
event the League jurists would have to do their best to put 
before the Dutch Courts a satisfactory case which by the law 
of Holland would permit their Courts to make an extradition 
order against the subject of the proceedings. Whether or 
not this can be done is a difficult problem. The ingenuity of 
Allied jurists will be taxed in finding some formally correct 
indictment to preter against him 


The Church of Scotland: Her 
Freedom to Legislate Without 
an Enabling Bill. 


COMMUNICATED. } 
1. 
I'nrne is little doubt that among Churchmen and beyond the pale 
of the Established Church of England south of the [weed great 
interest centres around the Enabling Bill. In Scotland, on the 
other hand the interest that the demand has aroused among 
awyers, clergy and laity is of a nature approaching to wonder 


} 


ment that such a measure should be necessary, for the Established 
Charch of 
not only I the ergy, but passing 
binding ) ie laity, in a manner as simple as it is efficacious 
The Scot Jhurch ike that of England, is bound to the State, 


tland thas means of settling disputes and legislating 
sures that may be equally 


but there is no ery from within # more freedom, for the means 
a silken cord rather than 
fetters, since the po fy yed by members of the Establishment 
north of the ould be litrle | the Church of Scotland was 


entirely ndependent f the Srate being so, it is proposed 


of connection is what may be likened 


f 


as briefly as poss ble to give a ske of the constitution of the 
Church of Scotland, starting gubernatorial body, the 
Genera] Assembly, whi 16 n Ed uurgh every year in May 

Che General Assembl: semblance to 
the Convocation of ‘} h « glan be more precise 
what zealous © t should ‘be As a 
lawyers know, Cony i umn ifter a somewhat 
cumbrous process, begin gy with an Order in Council for the 
issue of writs to the Archbishops Bef. tion can proceed 
with legis ation whi shall be binding on the laity. Letters of 
susiness,’’ accompanies ett Patent,” which narrowly 
define the nature of the p posed islation, must be issued. and 
before this legislat ecom nding, there must be a further 
issue of “ Letters t other hand, the day for the 
meeting of the con r Gen mbly is named simultaneously 
by the ‘Moderator, w pre ~s over a ts deliberations, and the 
Lord High Commissioner presents the Orown but takes 
no part in the debates, at »G ral Assembly then sitting 


re Convoca 


Moperaror anv Lorp Hien Commissioner 

The Moderator is a distinguished livir elected by the General 
Assembly year s installed with great 
formalit He is the nominee of a college of ex Moderators, and 
the selec n is practically always approved by the Assembly 
This college of ex-Moderators has no legal status whatever. It is 
a vol ynela ving ex-Moderators, and they 
(usually year beforehand ve than six months) select the 
divine who will be nominate ie following Assembly for the 
Moderatorsh Dp During h ve: i office 1¢ Moderator takes the 
title of and iidressed as tight Reverend.’’ The title was 
conferred by e Crown, and the late Queen Vicrorra deci: that 
the Moderator sh ld enjoy the status of a | rd Bishop in y land 
a decision since confirmed by her successors on the Throne. wr 
the expiry of his year of office the Moderator takes the courtesy title 


it its first session ul 


of all the su 


f | and the clerical head of a University, or the principal of a divinity 
college therein 

“~ in order is the Lord High Commissioner, the King's repre 
sentative, who is appointed by the Government, and is generally 
hosen from among the Peers supporting the policy of the party in 
power; but a few years ago the Earl of Stair, although vat osed 

Mr. ASQUITH po.tic ally » accept ted the position. He, it may be 
observed, is the descendant of Stair of Stair’s Institutes, stil] a 
standard work on Scots Law, and in fiction the father of The 
Bride of Lammermoor. No commoner has held the office since 
Sir Tuomas Hore in 1643. The respective relations of Convocation 
and the Assembly to the Crown are dissimilar; for instance, Sir 
Wittiam ANsoN points out that disputes have arisen from time 
to time between Convocation and the Crown. Notably, he says, in 
the contention that the issue of two Royal licences, the one to 

make’’ and the other to “ promulge,’’ is an infringement of the 
egislative rights of the Ohurch as defined by the Act for the 
Submission of the Clergy, but Convocation’s construction of the 
Act has never been admitted. While, as is seen, OGonvocation is 
firmly controlled by the Crown, such control as is exercised over 
the Assembly is the result of that body's own petition 

The Assembly had suffered from incorrect reports reaching the 
King, so in the early days of James VI. they requested that an 
accredited representative should be sent to their meetings. Hence 
the office of Lord High Commissioner was not imposed on the 
Assembly. It was the Church which requested and obtained the 
uppointment, which CaLtperwoop, in his History of the Kirk 
Scotland, thus records in his quaint style: “Some brethren w: 
directed to the King’s Majestie to require of His Highnesse hum|lie 
that he would direct some persons, authorized with His Highnesse 
commissioun to conecurre with them in their Assemblie.’’ Those 
who read the King’s letter granting the prayer will consider *‘ His 
Highnesse "’ more worthy of the term “ Selomon of his age,’’ given 
him ‘by the translators of the Authorized Version—which, by the 
way, was decided upon in the parish church at Burnt Island 
than the observation attributed to the Spanish Ambassador of the 
lay that James was “ the most learned fool in Christendom. 

Tue Lower Covrts. 

Before dealing with the constituents of the Assembly, which 
the way, is the final court of appeal in all matters relating 
the Scottish Church, reference must be made to the lower ccurts, 
in which dwel] the administrative, judicial and legislative powers 
f the Church, subordinate to the Assembly—the Kirk Session 
tne Presbytery, and the Synod. Each of these is a Court of the 
Realm, having the power to compel the attendance of witnesses 
administer oaths, take evidence, &.; and their decisions in 
matters spiritual, even when these decisions affect the civil status 
if those to whom they apply, cannot be revised by any civil co irt 
of appeal, but become absulute, the Assembly being the fin 
tribunal. The late Lord Watson once observed to a Presbyte 
clergyman : The little Kirk Session is as supreme in its 
way as is the House of Lords.’’ When it is said that the « 
courts cannot intervene, an exception, however, must be made. A 
minister, for example, may be deposed. If he could show that the 

xeedings against him had been malicious, an application could 
» made before the Court of Session. The constitution of tl 
Church of Scotland is thoroughly popular—that is, democrat 
The Kirk Session is a court of first instance, and it may be 
likened in some respects to the English vestry. It is composed 
of the parish minister and small body of elders-——not less than 
two— and it superintends matters of discipline and worship and 
the admini stration of the paroc hial charities. The elders are 
generally laymen who are the most respected members of the con 
gregation, and they assist the minister, inter alia, in the adminis 
tration of the Holy Communion. The lay element always prep 
lerates in the Kirk Session. From its decisions an appeal lies 
to the Presbytery Elders always owe their position to popular 
élection 
The Presbytery is an assembly of ministers of al] the parishes 
1 specifi «i <listrict, with as many elders as there are ministers 
the elders ‘being chosen iby their respective ongregations. In four 
presbyteries there may be a clerical majority of one, these f 
presbyteries each having a University in its midst, and 
divinity college of the University is entitled tto send one repre 
sentative, a divine or an elder. A P resbytery as to extent may be 
compared with a rural deanery in this country. Besides reviewing 
the decisions of the Kirk Session, the P resbytery examines cand 
dates for the ministry, confers licences to preach, ordains, approves 
ministers appointed to parishes within its jurisdicton, inducts 
them, and supervises their conduct in the ministry. A complaint 
against a minister must be dealt with by the Presbytery and not the 
Kirk Session. The Presbytery can pronounce sentence of de 
position 
Possessing a higher status than the Presbytery is the Synod 





f , : . 
v Very Reverend Other clergy who bear this title in Se ttland 
are the Dean of the Chapel Royal and of the Order of the Thistle 


Three or more Preshyteries form a provincial Synod, to which an 
appeal from a Presbytery may be carried. The Synods meet twice 
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ly. All ministers and elders who are members of Presbyteries 
ithin the bounds dre also members of the Synod. Neighbouring 
Synods correspond one with another by sending to each meeting a 
minister and an elder, who at the meeting have all the privileges 
of an ordinary member of the Synod which they are visiting. 
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY. 


Lastly, we come to the General Assembly—the supreme legisla- 
tive and judicial authority of the Church of Scotland. The 
Assembly consists of ministers and elders elected by the several! 
Presbyteries of the Church, in proportion to the number of their 
respective members; of two elders elected by the Town Council 
of Edinburgh; of one elder elected by each Royal burgh, other 
than the metropolis; of a representative, who may be either a 
minister or an elder, elected by the senatus of each af the four 
Scottish Universities ; and of a minister and an elder elected ‘by 
the Scottish Church in India. In the Assembly the clergy slightly 
preponderate, but the vote of a lay member is equal in value to 
that of a clergyman. From the foregoing it will be seen that all 
matters relating to the Church of Scotland can be carried from 
the Kirk Session ‘to the General Assembly, whose decision is final, 
binding and exclusive of all inquiry, with the one exception before 
noted. In this connection Sir Wittram Anson writes: “No 
superior court of secular judges corresponding to the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council can review its (the Assembly's) 
decisions ; nor does it seem that anything in the nature of a Writ 
of Prohibition can restrain its judicial action. But the General 
Assembly is bound by the law of the land, and in the case of an 
Established Church this limit on its legislative and judical action 
does not mean merely that it must not invade civil rights. The 
law of the land for an Establishment means not only the general 
law, but the statutes by which its faith, discipline, and principles 
of government have been fixed. This principle was enforced upon 
the Assembly in the proceedings which led te the disruption of 
the Scottish Church and the foundation of the Free Church in 
1843’ {Anson's The Law and Custom of the Constitution, Part 2. 
The Crown, p. 421, second edition.) 


(To be continued.) 
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KING ©. PORT OF LONDON AUTHORITY. 22nd and 26th May ; Ist July. 
WorkMEn’s ComMPENSATION—W HERE IncapactTry . . . RESULTS 
From tHe InsJury—Insury Tro SiauTtess Eye—Errecrs or Accipent 
Pass Orr—No Evipence or Furure Trovere tro Eye From Acci 
DENT—APPLICATION For a DectaRaTion oF LaiaBitrry—ComPerTENcy 
or AwarD—WoRKMAN’s Compensation Act, 1906, Scuep. I. (1) (x), 


: 2 (1) (B).—Form or Ornper ror Apoptiox sy County Covri 
JUDGES 





The appellant, a workman, while working for the respondents un 
loading a ship, received a blow from an empty rope sling on his right 
eye. The eye had been sightless from childhood. It became very 
panful and inflamed for a time, and he was advised to have tt re 
moved. Hie refused to undergo the operation, and eventually the 
eye got better. All this time he was paid his old wages. He then 
returned to his former work, but after some months he was diacharged 
for unconnected with the accident, and obtained work else 
whe re at higher wader ifter he had heen dia¢ harqged and some 14 
months after the he applied to the county court for a 
declaration of liability against his former employers. To the appli 
cation two pornts were raised in defence (1) that there was no evidence 
of any probable incapacity likely to arise from the accident, and (2) 
that the claim was a year out of time. The county court judge de 
tided both petnts in favour of the applicant, and made a suspensory 
award. The Court of Appeal set the award aside on the firat ground, 
holdeng that there was no evidence to support it, and on the other 
point raised by the defence, were of opinion that the employers were 
entitled to succeed, there being no findtng by the learned judge why th: 
yume should claim relief for delay. 

eld, allowing the appeal (1) that in a case where a workman meets 
wrth personal injury which has not produced incapacity at the date 
of the arbitration, but is of such a nature that it ia probable that 
partial or total incapacity may ensue as a result, the arbitrator in such 
@ case has jurisdiction to make a declaration of liability, and (2) that 
im all the circumstances of this case the workman had not acted un- 
reasonably in failing to give notice of claim within the six months from 
the date of the accident, and the county court judge's award should 
therefore not have been set aside. Form as to order for such cases 
as the present for adoption by county court judges discussed and 
Gpproved. 

Appeal by the workman from an order of the Court of Appeal 
weported 11 B. W. C. C. 102), The facts sufficiently appear from the 
headnote. ‘ 

After consideration Tur Hovsr allowed the appeal with costs. 


reqasaone 


accident, 





Lord BrrkenHEAD, in moving that the appesl should be al- 
lowed, said the appeal was against an order of the Court of Appeal 
setting aside an award of Judge Atherley Jones at the City of London 
Court. Unfortunately the judgment of the county court judge was 
lacking in lucidity, and it was by no means easy to discover the 
grounds upon which his decision was based. He had with some hesi- 
tation come to the conclusion, that. the award was right as 
the result. Two points alone required decision, The first was 
whether the incapacity which was a condition precedent to liability 
the Act meant incapacity at the actual moment of the arbitra 
tion, or included the case of latent incapacity The question might be 
stated thus: Where an applicant met with injury did 
not produce incapacity at the of the but was 
iture that it was probable that partial or total 
result the arbitrator 
of impor 
ifirmatively, it 
required upon the 


however, 


to 
under 
whiel 


personal 
date arbitration, which 
incapacity 
jurisdiction to make an 
Trance Even if as he 
still one in which 
of 1 the aasist 
first instance. In the present 
case lordsh ps had not 1 ived The argument 
for the respondents was in effect that, inasmuch as no existing in 
capacity had been proved before the arbitrator, he was bound on the 
true construction of the Act to dismiss the applicant's claim, He (the 
Lord Chancellor) was not of that opinion. Section 1 (i.) provided that 
the employer was liable to pay where the workman had 
njyury out ot the his employ 
the mpensation was to be paid in accordance with the 
to the Act, but it laid that 
first provision contained the and that words 
‘in a with the s were not restrictive 
of the rights of the workmar It that upon section 1 
5 such unless it was alleged 
occurred. He found 
to exclude the case of present injury which 
for work in the future. If this sub- 
mtained no such exclusion there was certainly none to be 
found in any part of the Act. The county court judge had 
umple material before him upon which he might to the con 
! that this man, being a one-eyed man, might reasonably be put 
disadvantage in the labour market by any recurrence of the 
the eve due to the accident A form of order wag drafted 
iltation with Lord Atkinson for adoption in such cases as 
the present. It was in these terms 

t is hereby declared that the claimant has received an injury 
accident out of and 
inasmuch evidence 


of suc! ‘ 


might ensué i A had 


award t great 
thought, it must 
the Appellate Tr 


ance of those 


The question Was ane 
answered 
bunal 


who acted as 


be was 


question act 
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irbitrators at 


thet such assistance 


compensation 


sustained an arising and in course of 
ment True 
first 


the 


edule since down 


the 


had long been 
enactment 
the Act 
was argued 
ould arise 


had actually 


ruling 
ordance hedule of 


sub-section (3 no question 


that the liability to pay 


nothing in 


present 
the 
to lead to incapacity 


sub-section 
Was likely 
section 

other 
come 
ision 
to 
injury 


great 
to 


siter ons 


by arising in the course of his employment, 
but the has not established that up to the 
date hereof the applicant has as a result of such injary been in 
ipacitated work for period, but on the other hand 
established that there is a reasonable probability that such incapa 
city may ensue, it is ordered that the arbitration do stand ad- 
journed, reserving to each of the parties hereto liberty to make 
such further application in the matter of this arbitration 
they 
On 
ber 


as 


for any has 


as he or 
may be advised 
the second point The accident in this case was on 18th Decem- 
1915 No claim was made until the end of February, 1917. The 
arbitrator's finding on this part of the case was as follows: ‘‘ With 
regard to the present contention, namely, that the claim was not made 
vithin six months, I think the circumstances disclosed in this case 
which I not elaborate * are me to afford the 
relief which is provided by the second proviso to the second section 
of the statute. I think the proviso is applicable to this 
The facts in the present case by no means unlike 
Luchi¢ Merry (59 Sortcrrors’ Journan, 544; 1915, 3 K. B. 83), 
where it held under the ial circumstances of the case the 
failure to make a claim within six months* was occasioned by reasonable 
cause within the meaning of section 2 of the Act of 1906. On the facte 
of that case he that in the the relief 
claimed might be 
Lords Fixtay, ATKINSON, ParmMoor and Wrensury gave judgment 
to the like effect. Order accordingly in the terms of the order 
CounseL, for the appellant, Rigby Swift, K.C., 
for the respondents, Sir John Simon, K.C and 
Sotrcrrors, BR. Wilberforce Allen: Ernest Glenshaw 


[Reported by Ereurve Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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BALFOUR v. BALFOUR. No. 1. 


HvusBaAND AND Wire—MatntTenance or Wire sy Hussanp Aproap— 
MONTHLY ALLOWANCE Freep—Contracr Enrorceaste at Law 


A husband and wife who had lived together in Ceylon, and returned 
to England for a period, verbally agreed that as the husband had to 
return to Ceylon and the wife’s health compelled her to remain at home. 
he should an allowance of £30 a month to her until she could 


rejomn hem 


25th Jane. 


make 


Held (reversing decision of Sargant, J.) that this was a domeatic 
arrangement, but not a contract, enforceable by action on failure of the 
hushand to pay the allowance, 80 as to exclude the common law right of 


the wife to he maintained by the h ushand ac cording to hia meana. 
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Appeal by the defendant from a decision of Sargant, J. The plaintiff, 
Mrs. Balfour, was the defendant's wife. They were married in 1900, 
and went out to Ceylon, where the defendant had an appointment. In 
November, 1915, tl returned to England, the defendant being on 
leave In August 16, the defendant returned to Ceylon, but the 
plaintiff's healt} pelled her to remain in England, and, she alleged 
that the defendant verbal agreed | her £30 a month for 
her maintenar vance was not regularly paid, and the plain 
tiff br £73 due t her the 
Sargant, J i I n the a one of 


under ai i 


t alow 


ight t , © recover! inder agreement 


defence to tion was nudum 
vation to maintain his wife, 
extent of the obligation 
so much a He held that the con 
iquidating his obligation in such a 
nsideration the and 
The defendant appealed 
appeal 


rb] 
ait’ the 


month 


pactun 
but the 
should be u ' rms of 
sent of the 
manner was sufficient 
judgment for the plaintiff 
[ue Covrr allowed the 
Warrinoeton, L.J iid that 
money whi ned to be 
of £LMan } } iaVing agreed to support herself on that sum with 
maintenance She, therefore out to prove 
herself and her husband that in con 
her so to support herself the husband 
The learned Judge had found that a con 
proceedings would be maintained, the con 
sufficient. The Court had to 
legal sense between the 


vas 
perly contract tl 
husband's 


t support contract gave 


her husband for 
igreed a lowance 


sintiff sued 


respect ot 


the } 
due ! an 


out calling set 
a bindin tract etweer 
sider it I d 
should | he 
tract 
sideration of 


vhether 


is mm acle and t 
the vil s promise be in 
a contract in 
husband and wife It was said that the 
arol agreement, made on 8th August, just 
esten The wife's evidence was that in August, 1916, the defendant's 
leave was uy was suffering from rheumatoid arthritis, and the 
doctors On 8th August my husband 
3lst for £24, and promised 
£50 a till I returned In cross-examination she 
gaid that she had not agreed to lives from her husband, and 
that the agreement was one such as ght be made by a couple living 
in amity. That the agreement. The Court had 
to say whether there w 1 legal that was whether what took 
place amounted to a contract, or was only a domestic errangement 
between 2 was made day A contract 
could that it was made in express terms 
or by sary im Vas plain that there no 
contract mly disenssed what ought 
to be | her husband was away in 
Ceylor the wife to treat that allowance 
@s made in satisfaction of the obligation of the husband to maintain 
he It equally impossible to any implied 
tract. The Court would have to imply an agreement that the husband 
would pay £30 a vhatever his change in circumstances, and 
that the wife would always be content with that sum It was never 
intended to make this bargain enforceable at, law. That was enough 
to dispose of the to consider whether the 
wife, on the husband’s illowance, could pledge his 
credit or’ hav him. The question was 
whether a cont uct had been m ule, and, in his lordship’s opinion there 
had not The appeal must be allowed 
Duke and Arkin, L.JJ 
COUNSFI Barringt n- Ward 
Tehhs SOLICITORS, 
Buckwell, Brighton 
[Reported by H 
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Laxoronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law ] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re C. R. SAWYER & WITHALL (Solicitors) 


27th June. 


AND CLIentT—Costs—Rack Rent—Scare Fee 

REMUNERATION Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 44) 
at' the full market rent obtainable 
ing covenants to pay local tax, sewer rats s, de., and to do repairs and 
and to perform armilar covenants to those 


Sargant, J. 6th and 


SOLICITOR SoOLicrTors’ 


A sublease for 614 years contain 


inguré againat fire, contained 
in the head lease ia a lease at a rack rent within the first set of acale 
charges in Schedule 1]., Part I1., of the General Order mad: unde , the 
Yoliciforea’ ration Act, 1881, and is not a long lease not ata rack 


rent within the second act of auch acale charaes 


The cus ' ulue Local 


lucome icts held applicable in considering the 
thia Order. which was introduced to find a short and 
f aacertaining the coata of o dinary conveyancing mattera 


Remune 


’ under the 
Government ar 
construction of 
simpl method 


i r 


This was a 
was whether a certain sub-lease for a lon 
rent or not, that is to say 


summons to review a taxation of costs. and the question 
whether it cam wun : th ‘ton tet ok 
v > came v » s t of ale 
charges in Schedule I., Part II., of the Seeneul take me gst fg 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. or as a long lease not at a rac k mal 
within the second set of scale harges rhe lease was dated 24th Devem 
ber. 1918, and certain premises in Cavendish-street 
London, for 614 years, subject to the benefit of certain tenancies at a 


rear re oO »525 
yearly rent of £525 granted by the lessees from the 


was a lease of 


It was a sub-lease 





freeholder end their mortgagees, and it contained covenants by the 
lessees to pay rent, land tax, sewer rate, and to do repairs and to insure 
and to perform the covenants in the head lease. The rent was the full 
market rent that could be obtained upon the terms offered. The ! 
had obtained a third party order to tax the costs of the lessors soli 
and claimed that the lease was at a rack rent, and that the scale fee 
£17 10s. The solicitors claimed that the lease was a long lease 

a rack rent. and claimed a scale fee of £42 15s. The master, after 
with the other taxing masters, held that the lease was at a 
rent. Counsel for the summons contended that the rent was a rack 
and referred to the definition of rack rent in 2 Blackstone's Con 
mentaries, p. 43, as ‘“‘ a rent of the full value of the tenement, or 

it which that was not, as nere the tenants undertook to repair 
referred to Stroud’s Judicial Dictionary, 2nd ed., Vol. 5, p 
and Sfevena Vv Barnet Diatrict Gas and water Co 36 
924 lasher’'a Wiltshire Brewery Limited) v. Bruce (1915, A. © 
Ke parte Connolly to Sheredan and Russell (1900, 1 Ir. R. 6 and 
Hogan's Estate (1894, 1 Ir. R. 503). Counsel for the respondents con 
tended that the question was one of fact whether the rent was the full 
regard to the li ibility to repall 


essees 


sulting 


He 


also 1643 
WRB 
433), 

I 


amount or not, having 

SARGANT. J.. in the course of a considered judgment, after stating the 
facts and quoting the definition of rack rent contained in Blackstone, re 
ferred to the judgment of Hoimes, L.J., in Lx parte Connolly to Sheridar 
and Ruasell (supra), where he defined a rack rent as meaning in | 
anguage ‘‘ a rent that represents the full annual value of the hold 
He said : The first of these definitions is not very precise, but ac: 
substantially with the rough idea of a rack rent, and both definitions 
ippear at first sight to include the rent in question. It is argued on 
behalf of the solicitors that the true technical meaning of “* full annual 


rds 


value’ is the rent a tenant would pay on the terms of the tenants pay 
ing rates and taxes, and the landlord’s repairing and insuring, and the 
Local Government and Income Tax statutes are referred to, and the cases 
Barnet District Gas and Water Co. (3% W. R. 924) and 
Ussher’s Wiltshire Brewery (Limited) v. Bruce (1915, A. C. 433) Inn y 
judgment the statutes and cases are not really rev elant. The object of 
the order is to introduce a short and simple method of ascertaining the 
cost of ordinary conveyancing matters, including leases, and the scale of 
fees is based on the bargain actually made between the lessor and the 
lessee as appearing on the face of the document. The construction of the 
Order contended for on behalf of the solicitors would be intoler vbly 
narrow and technical, and the phrase “‘ rack rent ’’ has not the abso- 
lutely definite and inflexible legal meaning suggested. The definition 
of rack rent of Holmes, L.J., and the lesser definition of Blackstone are 
sufficiently definite for the purposes of the order, and apply whether 
the rent reserved irt the lease has been calculated on the basis of the 
obligations as to rates and taxes, and the obligations as to repairs being 
wholly borne by the tenant or wholly by the landlord, or partly by the 
one and partly by the other. The summons is accordingly dismissed 
with costa—CounseL, Beebee; J. W. Manning. Soricrtors, (. 2 
Sawyer & Withall; Parry, Gibson, & Oldershaw. 


of Stevena v. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


ELLINGSEN AND OTHERS v. DAT SKANDINAVISKE COMPANY 
AND HARSEM AND CO., LIM. 2nd and 6th June. 


Costs—Co-DEFENDANTS—SaME SoLicrTor SEPARATELY RETAINED BY EACH 
DEFENDANT—JUDGMENT FOR PLAINTIFFS AGAINST ONE DEFENDANT 
JUDGMENT FOR OTHER DerenDANT—TAXATION. 

The plaintiffs sued on a contract S. & Co. and H. d& Co., claiming 
that S. & Co. were principals, and had broken the contract, or, in the 
alternative, that H. & Co. were principals, and had broken the contract, 
or alternatively had warranted they had authority as agents to make 
the contract, and had broken their warranty. At the trial judgment 
with costs was entered agatnat 8S. & Co., and judgment with costs for 
H. & Co. The same firm of solicitors acted for both defendants under 
u separate retainer from each party. 

Held, that each party was only liable to the solicitors for half the 
costs of the joint items of defence, and the whole of any separate items 
of defence 


ion Senior (1901, 1 KX. B. 282) followed. 


Appeal from a decision of Bailhache, J., disallowing objections taken 
by Harsem & Co., to a taxation of costs awarded to them, and uphold- 
ing the Taxing Master’s answers to objection. The facts sufficient 
appear from the judgment. 

Arkin, L.J.—The judgment I am about to read is the judgment of 
Scrutton, L.J., in which the other members of the Court concur. 
The facts are somewhat unusual. Ellingsen sued a Scandinavian com- 
pany, whom I call 8S., and Harsem & Co., on a dispute in relation to 4 
timber contract. The claim alleged that S. were principals, and had 
broken the contract, or, in the alternative, that H. & Co. were prin- 
cipals, and had broken the contract, or, alternatively, had warranted 
they had authority as agents to make the contract, and had broken their 
The action was tried by Bailhache, J., who gave judgment 
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against S. with costs, and for H. & Co. with costs. He was asked to | 
award H. & Co. only any increase in the costs of the action occasioned 
by their successful defence, and, I suppose, the claim against them, but 
refused. H. & Co.’s claim for costs then went to taxation. The same 
solicitors bad appeared for H. & Co. and S., and they presented a bill, 
as I gather, claiming the whole amount of certain items which would be 
incurred for the benefit of both defendants. Term fees were given us 
as an example; I suppose attendances in Court by the solicitor would 
be another, and the copy of documents common to both briefs. The 
Taxing Master disallowed this claim for the whole of such items, and 
allowed Harsem & Co. the whole of their costs incurred exclusively on 
their own behalf, but only half of the costs incurred on behalf of them 
selves and their co-defendants. H. & Co. brought in objections; the 
Taxing Master disallowed them; on appeal Bailhache, J., who had 
tried the case, affirmed the disallowance, and H. & Co. appealed to this 
Court. In view of certain authorities, the Court remitted the matter 
to the Taxing Master to report what the nature of the retainer was 
He reported that originally H. & Co. retained the solicitors to act for 
them, H. & Co., only; that at a later stage the solicitors received 
instructions through H. & Co. to act for 8S., and made a separate agree 
ment with H. & Co. by which H. & Co. undertook to pay costs incurred 
on behalf of 8. The circumstances under which H. & Co. instructed 
, solicitor to appear for S. were not gone into, but the Master finds that 
S.. through their agents, H. & Co., instructed the solicitors to act for 
them, and does not make any finding as to any agreement between S 
i H. & Go. as to who should bear the costs These find gs appear { 
ymount to findings of two separate retainers by H. & Co. and S8.,and on 
such findings it appears clear on the authorities that each is only liable 
to the solicitors for half the cost of the joint items of defence, and the 
whole of any separate items of defence. Baron Bramwell, in Burridge 
v. Bellew (32 L. T., p. 812), states that there is no difference between 
the practice in Chancery and common law If there has been a joint 
ntract between the solicitor and his clients, each lient is liable for 
whole costs; and, if there were separate contracts, each will be 
liable for his own portion of them, and, as pointed out by Baron 
Amphlett (pp. 813 and 814) in the same case, the fact that after separate 
retainers the defence is conducted jointly does not make the liability 
joint. As the principle of allowance of costs is that the successful 
party is to be recompensed the liability he has reasonably incurred in 
defending himself, if he is only liable to his solicitor for half of 
certain joint items he cannot be allowed the whole of them, even though 
by some separate agreement he has made himself liable for the other half, 
primarily the liability of another and unsuccessful defendant. This 
appears to be in accordance with the reasoning of the decision in Beau 
mont v. Senior (1903, 1 K. B. 282). There an action was brought against 
S. & B., represented by the same solicitor S. failed in his defence, B 
succeeded. On B.'s bringing in his bill of costs, the registrar gave 
the plaintiff the general costs of the action against S., and gave B. only 
the extra costs occasioned by his being joined as a defendant. B 
appealed, asking, not for his general costs, but for half the costs of the 
defence ; the county court judge affirmed the registrar. In the Divi- 
sional Court the plaintiff did not uphold the registrar, but said that the 
relations of B. and S. were such that it was probable B. was not liable 
for costs at all, S. being the only person liable. The Divisional Court 
sent the matter back to the registrar to ascertain whether B. was 
under any liability for the costs of the defence, and said that if there 
was no agreement between the two defendants as to how the costs of 
defence should be borne, it was clear that each defendant was only 
liable for half the costs of the defs nee, and that B could only recover 
half the costs. The Court must have meant an agreement to which the 
solicitor was a party, freeing B. from any liability for costs. An 
instruction by, or on behalf of, B.. to appear for him would. on the face 
ot it, make him liable to the solicitor for costs 


+} 


This judgment purports 
be based on the decision of the Lords Justices in Ex parte Ford, 
Re Colquhoun (5 De G. M. & G. 33), which in its turn is based on the 
elaborate certificate of Master Follett on the well-established practice 
of taxation, which the Lords Justices say may be open to some 
objections, but is too well established to be disturbed by decisions 
The certificate states the practice between party and party thus : (head 3) 

If one solicitor appears for three defendants, and the bill is dis 
missed with costs as to one of them, the plaintiff can only be compelled 
to pay the costs of such proceedings ag exclusively relate to that 
defendant, and one-third of the costs of the proceedings taken jointly 
for all three defendants.’ Common law decisions are cited which 
support this statement. In Griffith v. Jones (2 C. M. & R. 333). two 
of three defendants who appeared by the same solicitor succeeded in 
an action, and were allowed by the Court “their aliquot proportion 
of the full costs incurred on the joint retainer.’ In Starling v. Cosens 
(p. 445, in the same volume), three out of four defendants appearing by 
the same solicitor succeeded, and Parke, B., on the assumption that 
they all employed the solicitor, said each of them was entitled to one- 
fourth of the costs of defence. The Taxing Master in the present case 
based his decision on Pe Colquhoun and Beaumont v. Senior. which 
he appears to have applied correctly to the present facts. While the 
principle involved may, perhaps, in some cases have curious results, it 
appears to be too well established to be disturbed by decisions of this 
Court. The appeal will be dismissed with costs.—Cotnsen. for the 
appellants, Jowitt; for the respondents, Stuart Bevan. 


i , . Soricrrors, 
Trinder, ¢ apron, & Co.; Stibbard, Gibson. & Co. 


[Reported by Ensxrwe Rei, Barrister-at-l.aw.) 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
< 
DOBSON v. RICHARDS. 26th and 27th May. 
Emercency LecrsLation—Lanpitorp axp ‘TRNANT—-Expirny OF NOTICE 
ro Qurr—Recovery OF PRemMIses—TENANCY AT SUFFERANCE INCREASE 
or Rext axp Mortoacr Interest (War Restraicrions) Act, 1915 
) & 6 Gro. 5, c. 97), s. 1, suB-secrron 3—INcREASE OF Rent AnD Mort 

,ce Lnreresr (Restrictions) Acr, 1919 (9 Geo. 5, c. 7), 8 


Lord Reading, L.C..J. 


inq-house was let at @ rental of £50 a year for three years 
th Marel 191? if the i jr te 
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cy at £0 a 
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plaintiff, the owner of a dwelling 
mon irrey, let them to the defendant 
mm 2 rch, 1912, and thereafter on a yearly 
! rent of £50 plaintiff alleged that he had duly 
etermine t defendant ter y of this house by a notice to quit 
dated 31 eptember 1918 vhich expired on 25th March, 1919 
Phe nt, however, refused to deliver up the premises, and the 
' int rought this action AIM. POSSESRSIO! When the notice to 
quit was given to the defendant, the plaintiff sent a letter to the 
defendant proposin the re-letting of the house to the defendant at 
the rent of £60, an increase of £10 per annum on the rent paid under 
the original tenancy Negotiations were carried on between the parties 
witi it anv agreement being come to At the expiration of the 
tenancy, on 25th March, 1919, there was a Bill before Parliament amend- 
ng and extending the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restric 
tions) Act. 1915, so as to include dwelling-houses of the rateable value 
of the dwelling-house occupied by the defendant The defendant 
intimated to the plaintiff that it was his intention to take advantage of 
the Act whe t was passed, and to claim, that he was entitled to the 
benefit thereof, as he was a tenant holding over at the date of the passtng 
if the Act. The new Act was passed on 2nd April, 1919—the Increase 
of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1919—and it came 
into operation on that day lhe plaintiff served the writ in the action 
for recovery f possession on 24th April 1919, and the defendant there 
upon claimed the protection of the Act By the Increase of Rent and 
Mortgage Interest (War Restrictions) Act, 1915, s. 1, sub-section 3, no 
order shall be made for the recovery f 
dwelling-house situate within the metropolitar police dis 
trict, where either the annual amount of the standard 
rent or the rateable value of the house does not exceed 
£35. so long as the tenant continues to pay the agreed rate and per 
forms the other conditions of the tenancy, inleas in certain circumstances, 
which did not arise in the present case By section 4 of the Increase of 
id Mortgage Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1919 As from the 
f this Act, the principal Act, and the Acts amending that Act, 

xtend to houses or parts of houses let as separate dwellings 


possession of a 


vhere in the case of a Louse situated in the metropolitan police district, 
including the City of London, both the annual amount of the standard 
rent and the rateable value of the house or part of the house exceed 
£35, and neither exceed £70.’ For the plaintiff it was contended that 
is the defendant was a tenant at sufferance when the Act of 1919 came 
into force, the defendant was not protected by the principal and amend 
ing Acts The Acts only applied to cases where there was a tenancy by 
agreement on the Acts coming into operation, and a tenancy on suffer 
ance was not constituted by an agreement 

The Karl of Reaptne, C.J., after stating the facta, said that, taking 
the facts from the material before him, the defendant wa hold 
ing over after the expiry of the notice, and he became a 
tenant at «so sufferance It was not contended by the plaintiff 
indeed, the plaintiff took 
up the position that the defendant was ai tenant at suffer 
ance, and it was on that very ground that the defendant was such a 
tenant, that the plaintiff arguea he was not entitled to the protection of 
the Act of 1919 Nor was the defendant contumaciously holding over, 
because it appeared from the correspondence that negodTiations were 
going on between the parties respecting the entering into a fresh 
tenancy There had been at that time public reference to a new Bill to 
be introduced extending the = pe of the Rent Act, 1915, and both 
parties were waiting the result of this legislation. The whole question 
in that case turned on the language of section 4 of the Act of 1919, which 
amended and extended the original Act of 1915. By this Act of 1919, 
which became law on 2nd April, 1919, the premises of which the 
defendant had been tenant at the rental of £50 a vear were brought 
within the scope of that protecting legislation The question was 
whether the defendant was entitled to the protection afforded by the 
new Act It was said by the plaintiff that the protection did not extend 
to that particular case for the reason that the notice had been given and 


that the defendant was a trespasser 
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the term had expired before the new Act was passed. The writ was 
issued on 16th April, and apparently served on the 24th, before the rent 
then due was paid. It was contended that the new Act was not intended 
to be retrospective. He must consider the position at the date of the 
passing of the Act and at the date of the writ. The defendant was then 
a tenant at sufferance, and, that beigg so, it’ seemed to him (the Lord 
Chief Justice) that the question whether the defendant was within the 
protection of the Act of 1919 must be answered in the affirmative. 
Section, 4 of that Act extended the principal Act to ‘‘ houses or parts 
of houses let as separate dwellings The defendant's house was a 
separate dwelling as let to him and occupied by him under the agreement 
of 1912; it «ontinued to be held by him after 1915 on a tenancy from 


year to year; and on the expiry of the notice to quit the defendant 
was a tenant at sufferance, and not a trespasser The position of the 
defendant was that of a person to whom a house had been “ let as a 


separate dwelling within the meaning of section 4 of the Act of 1919 

at the time when the protection of the new Act was claimed by him. 

The defendant was entitled to the protection he claimed, and he must 

have judgment.—CounsgL, Fod, for the plaintiff; Swords, for the de 

fendant. Soricrrors, Proudfoot & Chaplin; Percy Umney & Scorer. 
[Reported by G. H. Kxorr, Barrister-at-Law.} 


New Orders, &c. 


Absence of the Lord Chancellor. 


The King has been pleased, by Letters Patent under the Great Seal, 
bearing date the 18th day of June, 1919, to appoint the Right Hon. 
George Nathanie! Earl Curzon of Kedleston, Lord President of the Coun- 
cil, the Right Hon. Rufus Daniel Earl of Reading, Lord Chief Justice 
of England, the Right Hon, Richard Burdon Viscount Haldane, the 
Right Hon. Robert Bannatyne Visoount Finlay, the Right Hon. Stanley 
Owen Lord Buckmaster, the Right Hon. William Lord Sterndale, Presi- 
dent of the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division, to be Commis- 
sioners for the care and custody of the Great Seal of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Ireland during the absence of ‘the Right Hon 
Frederick Lord Birkenhead, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, from 
the United Kingdom. 

4th July. 





(Gazette, 8th July 


he Peace Celebration. 

I, Frederick Lord Birkenhead, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
in exercise of the powers vested in me by the County Courts Act, 1888, 
and aij other powers enabling me in that. hehalf, hereby order that the 
offices of the County Courts shall be closed on Saturday, the 19th day 
of July, 1919, being the day appointed to be observed as a public holi- 
day for the purpose of celebrating the conclusion of the War. 

Dated the 8th day of July, 1919. 

Brrkenneap, C. 





The Rule Committee of the Supreme Court issued a rule on Thursday 
for the closing of the Court of Appeal and the High Court of Justice and 
the offices of the Supreme Court on Peace Day, July 19. 


Orders in Council. 


EXPORTATION PROHIBITION. 
Recitals. 

And whereas there was this day read at the Board a recommendation 
from the Board of Trade to the folowing effect :— 

That the Proclamation, dated the 10th day of May, 1917, as 
amended and added to by subsequent Orders of Council, and by the 
Proclamations dated respectively the 18th day of December, 1918, 
and the 12th day of March, 1919, should be further amended by 
making the following amendmente in and additions to the Schedule 
to the same :— 

(1) That the following headings should be deleted :— 

Ohemicals, drugs, dyes, dyestuffs, and medicinal and pharmaceu- 
tical preparations, the following :— 

(B) Potash Salts and mixtures containing such Potash Salts not 
othérwise prohibited ; 

(A) Hides, wet salted, cattle; 

A) Leather, except chamois, skivers and seal; 

Prévisions and victuals which may be used as food for man, the 
following :— 

1) Vegetable, fres of all kinds 

(2) That e f ‘ dings 

1) Hides, Brstash and Irish cattle ; 

Provisions and victuals which may be used as food for man, the 
following :— 

A) Tomatoes, fresh. 

Now, therefore, Their Lordships, having taken the said recommenda- 
tion into consideration, are pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered, 
that the same be approved. : 

8th July 


lded — 


[Gazette, 8th July. 





Army Council Order. 
NOTICE. 


In pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by the Defence 








of the Realm Regulations, the Army Council hereby give notice that 
the Orders set out in the Schedule hereto annexed are cancelled as 
from the Wth June, 1919. 

Ist July. 


— nn 


SCHEDULE. 

The Leather (Control) No. 3 Notice, 1917, dated 30th March, 1917 

The Leather (Control) No. 4 Notice, 1917, dated 6th September, 191 

The Leather (Control) No. 5 Notice, 1917, dated 11th October, 1917 

The Surplus Leather Order, 1917, dated 11th October, 1917. 

The Horse Hides (Leather Control) Order, 1917, dated 14th N 
ber, 1917. 

The Boot Manufacturers (Transfer of Machinery) Order, 1918, dated 
19th February, 1918. 

The Leather (Certificate) Order, 1918, dated 14th March, 1918 

The Sole Leather (Minera! Tanned) Order, 1918, dated 4th J 
1918. 

The Sole Leather (Conditions of Sale) Order, 1917, dated 19th se; 
tember, 1917 

The Sole Leather (Conditions of Sale) Amendment No. 2 Order 
1919, dated 8th March, 1919 

{Gaette, 4th Ju 





Board of Trade Order. 
GENERAL LICENCE. 
TRADING WITH THE ENEMY. 
Fees 1s Respect or Patents, Designs anp TrRape Marks 


The Board of Trade, on behalf of His Majesty and in pursuance of 
the powers reserved in the Trading with the Enemy Proclamations 
and all other powers thereunto them enabling, do hereby give and 
grant licence 

(1) To all persons residing, carrying on business or being in the 
United Kingdom to pay 

(a) on their own ‘behalf or on behalf of any person or persons 
residing, carrying on business or being in the United Kingdom ; 

(6) on behalf of any person or persons residing, carrying on 
business or being in any part of His Majesty’s dominions outside 
the United Kingdom who have been authorised to make such pay- 
ments by the Government of that part of His Majesty’s dominions ; 
and 

(c) on behalf of any other person who has been authorised or 
is permitted to make such payments by the Government of the 
country in which such person resides, carries on business or is 

any fees necessary for obtaining the grant of or for obtaining the 

renewal of Patents, or for obtaining the registration of Designs or 

Trade Marks or the renewal of such registration in an enemy coun- 

try, and to pay to enemy agents their charges and expenses in rela- 

tion to the matters aforesaid ; 

(2) To all persons residing, carrying on business or being in the 
United Kingdom to pay on behalf of an enemy any fees payable 
on application for or renewal of the grant of Patents, or on appli- 
cation for the registration of Designs or Trade Marks or the renewal 
of such registration 

(a) in the United Kingdom ; 

(6) in any part of His Majesty’s dominions outside the United 
Kingdom where the payment of such fees on behalf of an enemy 
has been authorised by the Government of that part of His 
Majesty’s dominions ; and 

(c) in any other country where the payment of such fees on 
behalf of an enemy has been authorised or is permitted by the 
Government of that country ; 

and to pay to 

(a) agents in the United Kingdom (including themselves) ; 

(6) agents in any part of His Majesty’s dominions outside the 
United Kingdom who have been authorised by the Government 
of that part of His Majesty’s dominions to act on behalf of 
enemies in connection with the matters aforesaid ; and 

(c) agents in any other country who have been authorised or are 
permitted by the Government of that country to act on behalf of 
enemies in connection with the matters aforesaid, 

their charges and expenses, if any, in relation to the matters afore- 


said. it 
4th July. [Gazette, 8th. ul 





Agricultural Wages Board (England and Wales) 
Orders. 


The following Orders and Proposed Orders under the Corn Production 
Act, 1917, have ‘been issued :— 

Order Varying the Minimum Rates of Wages at present in Force 
for Female Workers of 18 years of age and over throughout 
England and Wales, to come into ion on the 14th July, 1919. 

Proposal to vary the Definition of Overtime Employment in 
Anglesey and Carnarvon. ; 

Proposal to vary the Definition of Overtime Employment 0 
Brecon and Radnor. . ¢ 

Proposal to vary the Definition of Overtime Employment 
Denbigh and Flint. 
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Proposal to vary the Definition of Overtime Employment in 
Merioneth und Montgomery. 
Proposed Order with Regard to the Rates of Wages for Boys in 
Merioneth and Montgomery. 
Variation of the Determination of the Value of Board and Lodging 
as a Benefit or Advantage in Surrey. 
Variation of the Determination of the Value of Board and Lodging 
as a Benefit or Advantage in Certain Areas in England and Wales. 
Variation of the Determination of the Value of Board and Lodging 
1s a Benefit or Advantage in Glamorgan and Monmouth. 
Variation of the Determination of the Value of Board and Lodging 
as a Benefit or Advantage in Staff ire. 
Variation of the Determination of the Value of Board and Lodging 
as a Benefit or Advantage in Northumberland and Durham. 
Variation of the Determination of the Value of Board and Lodging 
as a Benefit or Advantage in Pembroke, Cardigan and Carmarthen. 


Food  \:rders. 
THE IMPORTED CHEESE (RETAIL PRICES) ORDER, 1919. 
1. A person ehall not sell or offer or expose for sale or buy or offer 
to buy any imported cheese at a price exceeding the maximum price 
provided by or under this Order, or in connection with any sale 
or disposition or proposed sale or disposition of imported cheese, enter 
or offer to enter into any artificial or fictitious transaction or make or 
demand any unreasonable charge. 
2. The maximum price upon a sale of imported cheese by retail 
shall, until.further notice, be at the rate of ls. 6d. per Ib., and such 
price shall include al] charges for packing, packages, making delivery 
or giving credit. 
3. A person selling imported cheese by retail shall keep posted in a 
conspicuous position eo as to be easily readable by all customers through- 


out the whole time during which imported cheese is being sold or ex- 
posed for sale a notice showing in plain words or figures the maximum 


price for imported cheese for the time being applicable under this 
Order on a sale by retail. 
4. For the purpose of thie Order the expression ‘‘ Im d Cheese ”’ 
means any cheese manufactured outside the United Kingdom except 
cheese of fancy or grating varieties. 
5. This Order shall not apply to a sale of cheese by a caterer as part 
of a meal in the ordinary course of his catering business. 
6. Infringements of this Order are summary pr Boos against the De- 
fence of the Realm Regulations. 
© (a) This Order may be cited as the Imported Cheese (Retail Prices) 
der, 1919. 
(6) This Order shall come into force on the 27th May, 1919. 
27th May. . 





NOTICE OF REVOCATION. 

The Food Controller hereby orders that as from the 3let May, 1919, 
the Orders specified in the first column of the schedule hereto are 
hereby tevoked to the extent specified in the second column of the 
schedule, but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any 
contravention thereof. 

29th May. 

The Schedule. 


Column L. Colamn Il. 


Extent to which 
revoked, 


Name of Order. 








S.R. & O., No. 1036 of 1918, The Calves (Sales) The whole Order 
as amended by No. 3380f Order, 1918. 


schedule, but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any 
contravention thereof. 





30th May. 
The Schedule. 
Column L Column II, 
Name of Order. Extent to which 
| revoked, 
S.K. & «)., No. 1030 of 1918 Sbredded Suet (Maxi-| The whole Order 
and No, 1&2 of 1919. mam Priees) Order, 
1918, 


-R. & O., No. 1307 of 1918 Vegetarian Butter and | So far as it re- 
and No. 183 oi 1919. Vegetarian Lard| lates to Vege- 
(Maximum Prices)| tarian Butter 
Order, 1918. 

Oil and Fat Compound | The whole Order 
( Maximum Piices) 
Order, i919. 

5.R. & O., No. i84o0f 1919... Margarine (Maximum | The whole Order 
Prices) Order, 1919, 

Seeds, Nuts, Aernels, | The whole Order 
Uils and Fats (Maxi 
mum Prices) Order, 
191. 


S.KR. & U., No 95 of 1919... 


S.R. & O., No. 509 of 1919... 








The following Food Orders have also been issued :— 


Order amending the Bacon and Ham (Prices) Order, 1919 
May 

Ihe Edible Fats (Standard of Quality) Order, 1919. 30th May 

Order amending the Flour and Bread (Prices) Order, 1917. @nd 
June 

Order amending the Butter Order, 1918. 6th June. 

Order amending the Meat (Maximum Prices) Order, 1917. 7th 
June. 

The Meat (Licensing of E:cport) (Ireland) Order, 1918. General 
Licence. 10th June. 

The Food Control Committee for Ireland (Transfer of Powers) 
Order, 1919. 17th June, 1919. 

The Meat Retail Prices (England and Wales) Order, No. 2, 1918. 
The Meat Retail Prices (Scotland) Order, 1918, Notice Relating to 
Vea 19th June 


27th 








Societies. 
The Law Society. 
(Continued from page 6A9.) 
Public Trustea.—A Departmental Committee has been appointed by 
the Lord Chancellor to inquire into the organization of the Public Trustee 
Office, and Mr. Samuel Garrett, ex-President of the Society, has been 
appointed a member of the committee. The Council have been asked to 
ive evidence before the committee, and have appointed the President, 
Mr. Morton, and Mr. Roger Gregory to give evidence accordingly. 
Acquisition of Land Bill, 1919.—This Bill is intended to provide @ 
new procedure for the assessment and valuation of land taken com- 
pulsorily for public purposes. It provides that compensation is to be 
assessed by an official valuer, to be appointed by the Board of Agricul- 
ture, and it comprises various provisions indicating the method by which 
compensation is to be calculated. The Bill generally has been referred 


1919. . : , + 
7 " : to : ' . to the Land Transfer Committee for special consideration. The Council, 
8.R. & O., No. 517, as The Live Stock (Sales) So far as it re- however, thought it necessary promptly to deal with Clause 3 (1) of the 


amended No. 1413 of Order, 1918. 
1918, and Nos. 148, 420, 
459, and 541 of 1919. 

S.R. & O., No. 903, as| The Meat (Maximum So far as it re- 


amended hy No. 943 of Prices) Order, 1917. lates to Veal 


lates to Calves Bill, which would have excluded counsel and solicitor from audience 
before the official valuer unless he was willing to hear them. It was 
felt that this clause was contrary not merely to professiona) intereste, 
but still more to those of the public. A communication was addressed to 





1917, and No. 530 of 1919. 

8.R. & O., No. 372 of 1918, The Meat Retail Prices So far as it re- 
as amended by Nos. 223 (England and Wales) lates to Veal 
and 627 of 1919. Order No. 2, 1918. 

S.R. & O., No. 862 of 1918 The Meat Retail Prices So far as it re- 
as amended by Nos. 223 (Scotland) Order, 1918. lates to Veal 
and 527 of 1919. 

8.K. & O., No. 29 of 1918, The Edible Offals(Maxi- So far as it re- 
as amended by No 427 of mum Prices) Order, lates to Calves’ 
1919. 1918. Offal 

8.R. & O., No. 1638 of 1918 The Meat (Dealers’ Re- So far as it re- 

striction) Order, 1918. lates to Veal 
& Calves’ Offal 





NOTICE OF REVOCATION. 
The Food Controller hereby orders that as from the 3let May, 1919 
the Orders specified in the first column of the schedule hereto are 
hereby revoked to the extent specified in the second column of the 


the Bar Council, urging them to co-operate with the Society in opposing 
the clause, and many letters were addressed through the instrumentality 
of the Provincial Law Societies to Members of Parliament, pointing out 
the unfairness of the clause, and urging them to vote against it. The 
clause was withdrawn in committee. 

Land Transfer.—The Departmental Committee on the Acquisition and 
Valuation of Land for Public Purposes having issued the two reports, of 
which mention has already been made, proceeded to appoint a sub-com- 
mittee to consider the present position of land transfer in England and 
Wales, with the object of advising what action should be taken to facili- 
tate and cheapen the transfer of land. Sir Walter Trower received and 
has accepted an invitation to join this sub-committee. Following on the 
appointment of the subcommittee, the Council have constituted their 
Land Transfer Committee, who, at the request of the sub-committee, 
thade a preliminary report to the Council, which was adopted and for- 
warded to the sub-committee, with an offer to adduce evidence in support 
of its recommendations. 

Solicitors Act, 1888, Amendment Bill.—This Bill, which has been 
referred to on more than one occasion in recent annual reports, is intended 
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to the court on applications against solicitors under 
ve effect to their findings, subject to an appeal 


decided again to promote the Bill, which was 


not merely to report 
the Act, but algo to 
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the warrant of authority to the Com 


and has pacsed the House of Lords. 


was stated in the last 


» the decision referred to, the 
suggestion made, the same 
the De Keyser Hotel, which 


purt of first instance and 


De Keyser Hotel case has recently been 


und that judgment has been given against 


Appeal, 
appea to the House yl Lords 


sidering ar 
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ier the death of Sir Samue 

Kiva the ul e appoilnumne 
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the same time made represe ntatio s that some provision should 
to ¢ ible bondsmen in proper cases two discharge themse!ves of 
t ing to undertake 
y vacancy in the office of 

has been introduced by the Government. As regards the sug 
aving had an opportunity 


sibility af they could obtain a substitute wil 


with the difficu ty created ty 


n to substitute a bondsman, the Counci 

f discussing the subject with Lord Sterndale decided to abandon it. 

County Court Jurisdiction.—During the year under review letters were 
received by the Council again urging that, in view of the grave delay, 
inconvenience and ¢ xpense whit h are occasioned to the commercial com- 
munity owing to limitations of the county court jurisdi 
tion, it should be extended, and that the court should have jurisdiction 
in matrimonial cases. The questions were referred to the County Courts 
Committee, and on their recommendation the Council] decided: 

“1. To confirm their previous resotutions as to divorce proceedings 
(with an alteration in (6) making income the only test of means) as 


tne statulory 


follows a) Jurisdiction in divorce cases should ibe conferred on the 
county dourt 5) Such jurisdiction should be limited to cases in which 
the joint incomes of the petitioner and respondent are less than £200 
lhe jurisdiction should be exercised by the judge alone, who should 

to asseas damages limited to the amount of £100 d) The 
jurisdiction should ‘be mferred on all « yunty courts fe) The existing 
rights of audience in the « ; irte should apply to divorce cases. 
j { moderate scale of fees should the fixed for divorce cases and gJ) 
That cases should, general, be tried in the county court of the district 
tioner and respondent were cohabiting immediately prior 


have powet 


unty co 


which the pet 
commencement al pt eedings 

2. To confirm the resolution of the Council approving of the main 

ty Courts Bill, 1912, which included the conferring 


f unlimated jurisdiction in common law matters upon county courts, 
subject to an absolute right of removal on the part of the defendant to 
the High Court 

The Lord Chancellor has been good enough to submit to the Council 
the draft of a new County Courts’ Bill, which is intended to repeal 
and to some slight extent to extend the non-controversial provisions ot 
the Bil] of 1912. One important omission is the provision to extend the 
jurisdiction of the court, and the Council cannot but regret that the 
Lord Chancellor has not seen his way to provide for this extension, The 
Council feel that the extension of the jurisdiction of the county court 





provisions of the 





sooner or later da as inevitable as it is desirable and that therefore this 
much needed reform should not \be delayed. They have so informed the 
Lord Ghancellor, and have requested his lordship also to add to the 
Bill a much needed provision that solicitors shall be represented on the 
County Court Rule Committee. 

Poor Persons Procedure 


made against a solicitor under the Solicitors Ac 


In the course of the year a complaint was 
t, 1888, by reason of the 
behalf of a poor person under 
having obtained a sum of money from the applicant on 
e had wilfully negleated to proceed 

ith earing both before the committee 
and the Divisional Court, the question arose as to whether under the 
rules @ solicitor is entitled to claim as disbursements on behalf of the 
It was 





fact that, having undertaken a case 
the rules, and 
account of his professional charges, 


wW he case. In the course of the 


applicant any proportion of his office rent or clerks’ salaries. 
stated that the taxing masters, following a rule which had existed under 
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eir establishment charges three-etghths of their ordinary profit 
nevery case. This procedure, having been reported to them, the 
upp inted a committee to consider whether it would be desirable 
to recommend any change in the procedure under the rules, and sub- 
sequent. y follow the recommendation of this committee they expressed 
the opinion that the payment of out-of-pocket expenses under Order 16, 
Rule 29, should be regarded as limited to actual cash disbursements made 
by the solicitor for tne poor person for whom he 1s acting. The Lord 
Chancellor has since appointed a smal] Departmental Committee ur 
the cha:rmanship of Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence to consider and report 
ipon the entire question of the procedure under the rules. Mr. Charles 
Goddard and Mr. A. H. Coley, of Birmingham, memibers of the ( cil, 
have been appointed members of the committee. 


lo mee n 


y 


Confirmation of Probate Act,—The Council were requested to obtain 
1¢ co-operation of the Attorney General in the promotion of a Bill which 
was supported by the Scottish Legal Societies, under which the reseaing 
of probates and confirmations in England, Scotland and Ireland respec- 
tively would be abolished. The Council, on the recommendation of the 
Scale Commititee, resolved to and did accede to the request, and received 
a reply from the then Attorney-General, stating that the Bill referred 
to would have his approval if the Lord Advocate was prepared to support 
it 

Further complaints were received from 
istate Duty Office were delaying the issue 
the 


Delays in Granting Probate. 
members of the society that the 
of probates by making a preliminary investigation with regard 
facts and figures included in the Inland Revenue affidavit which accom- 
panies the application for the grant. The Council received communi- 
cations from a Scottish member, stating that he had had correspondence 
with the Inland Revenue authorities on the subject, in which he had 
contended that the grant should, by law, ‘be issued immediately, ané 
that it was illegal to delay the grant for the purpose of inquiry into 
the accuracy or otherwise of the return made in the Inland Revenue 
ifidavit. The Board of Inland Revenue replied that they were taking 
thesopinion of the Law Officers in England and Scotland, and that when 
that opinion had been given, they would consider a suggestion that was 
made that a deputation should be received by the Board from the Law 
Societies in both countries to discuss the question further. Subsequently 
the following letter was received :—‘‘ Estate Duty Office, Somerset House, 
W.C., 16th May, 1919. Dear Mr. Cook,—I am_writing in compiance 
with your request, to confirm what I told you at our interview thus 
niorning with reference to the preliminary examination of the | land 
tevenue affidavits. The joint opinion of the English and Scottish Law 
Officers has ‘been received, and the opinion is unfavourable to the ficial 
~ of the law hitherto taken. In these circumstances, the Board have 
ontinued the practice of the preliminary examination of the Inland 

tne 





















Viev 
disc 
Revenue affidavits, and, save for the checking of the arithmeti 
examination of the contents of the affidavits will be postponed until after 
the issue of the grant.—Yours faithfully, C. E. Freroner, Controller, 
Death Duties. E. R. Cook, Faq.’ 

Quarter Sessions: Solicitors’ Costs of Prosecutions.—This question was 
referred to in the last annual report, where it was stated that the 
Counci! had expressed the opinion that the allowances then made # 
Quarter Sessions were inadequate and that instead solicitors shou d be 
allowed on each prosecution a minimum fee of £3 3s, in addition to out- 
of-pocket and travelling expenses, and that in every case there should 
be left to the Clerk of the Peace a direction to increase the fee if justified 
by the work involved. The Council have since communicated their 
opinion to the Society of Clerks to the Peace, and have ascertained thas 
they concur, and as a consequence that the opinion of the Council # 
being acted upon. Considerable public opposition was aroused by the 
regu.ation, which eventually was revoked. 

Cornish Conditions of Sale.—Further complaint has been made 0 
more than one occasion regarding the condition of sale by public auction 
in common use in Cornwall which practically compels a purchaser 
real estate either to employ the vendor's solicitor or to pay his charges 





ie old procedure, had established a practice of allowing to solicitors 
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sented. The Counci! have on many occasions endeavoured to discourag® 
the use of the condition, and they are glad to say they have been able, 
during the year, to persuade members of the society practising outside 
Cornwall to avoid including it in the sale of property in the county. 
They have been supported also in their endeavours by the Cornwall 
Law Society, but with practicaliy no success so far as the solicitors In 
the county are concerned. They, therefore, addressed a letter to the 
Lord Chancellor, urging that he should introduce a Bill to ren ler 
jiegal conditions of sale which tend to force a purchaser to empoy the 
verdor’s solicitor. The Lord Chancellor (Lord Finlay} replied that he 
had carefully considered the matter, and had every sympathy with the 
views of the Council, but that in view of the state of public business at 
the time he did not feel justified in asking Government to give up the 
time for consideration of a Bill 
Proceedings under the Solicttors Acts 
this report six solicitors were convicted of various indictable offences, 
and their names have, on the application of the society, been struck off 
tne roll by order of the Divisional Court. Convictions under Section 12 
of the Solicitors Act, 1874, were obtained against five unqualified per 
sous and other cases have been withdrawn after inquiry and apology 
being A case of a breach of section 44 of the Stamp Act, 1891 
by a firm of auctioneers, Xc., for charging £2 2. for the preparation of 
a tenancy lease (under seal) was reported by the Council to the Board 
of Inland Revenue, and in the result a fine of £3 was imposed by the 
Commissioners in lieu of taking proceedings, The lease wae a printed 
form filled up and completed by the auctioneers without the intervention 
of a solicitor. The Council also drew the attention of the Public Prose 
cutor to a case which had come to their notice of a process server having 
forged the name of a commissioner for oaths to an affidavit of service, 
and in the result criminal proceedings were taken and the offender was 
convicted and sentenced to nine months’ imprisonment. As regards appli 
cations under section 16 of the Sokcitors Act, 1888, the Council refused 
to renew the certificates of seven solicitors on the ground of bankruptcy 
or other circumstances, and in three other cases where applicants ad- 
mitted having practised the certificate was issued on payment of the 
arrears of duty and in some cases a fine. 


necessary 
During the year covered by 


given. 


Berks, Bucks and Oxfordshire Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The annual meeting of the above Society was held at the Randolph 
Hotel, Oxford, or. Wednestiay, the 25th day of June. The minutes of the 
annua! general meeting, held on the 12th day of June, 1918, having been 
approved and signed, the treasurer’s statement of the accounts of the 
Society (which showed a balance in hand of £103 2s. 7d. cash and 
£503 17s. 1d. India 3 per cent. stock) was next approved and adopted. 

The President (Mr. E. L. Reynolds) then submitted the annual report 
of the committee, and in doing so drew attention to the loss which the 
—- had sustained during the past year by the deaths of Messrs. 

romley, Challenor and W. 8. Clutterbuck and Lieutenant H, N. Daven 
port. Ihe President also referred to the valuable services which the 
Society had been able to render to many members in connection’ with 
Military Service, and mentioned the subject of the delay which was 
being experienced in obtaining increment value duty stamps and forms 
(G) and the steps which the Society had taken with reference to the 
matter. Mr. F. W. Martin, in moving the adoption of the report, con- 
gratulated the Secretary (Mr. H.C. Dryland) on his election as Chairman 
of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, and complimented the Com 
mittee on the report. After commenting on the fact that the attendance 
at the meeting was small, Mr. Martin suggested that it might be worth 
while to consider the desirability of always holding the annual meeting at 
Reading, which was a much better centre for the three counties than 
either Oxford or High Wycombe. Mr. Martin also expressed the hope 
that, now that the war was over, the custom of holding an annual dinner 
would be revived, as it afforded opportunities of social intercourse 
between members, which could be obtained in no other way. (Mr. B. E. 
Tyrwhitt seconded the adoption of the report, and expressed the hope 
that it would not be decided always to hold the annual meeting at 
Reading until the matter had received a good deal of further considera- 
tion; he considered that the small attendance at the present meeting 
was due to the fact that the date selected for it had proved to be particu 
larly unfortunate. Mr. 8. Brain in commenting on the Increase of Rent 
and Mortgage Interest (War Restrictions) Acts drew attention to the 
complicated nature of their provisions and the injustice which the Acts 
caused in many cases. The Secretary, in supporting the resolution, 
referred to the large number of the Society’s General Conditions of Sale 
which had been sold during the year, and pointed out that the sales 
during the past five years constituted an interesting indication of the 
effect, of the war on conveyancing matters; he also mentioned that a new 
edition of 6,000 copies was already in the press, and that it had been 
decided by the Committee to reprint the Conditions without revision. 
Mr. H. R. Blaker drew attention to the very satisfactory increase in the 
Membership of the Society, and expressed the hope that it would be 
still further increased. The resolution wag then put by the President 
and carried unanimously. ; 

The Secretary next proposed (in accordance with notice) “ That a dona 

tion of ten guineas be made out of the funds of the Society in the name of 

Mr. E. L. Reynolds, the President of the Society, to the Solicitors’ 

Benevolent Association.” The resolution was seconded by Mr. C. G. 
ambers and carried unanimously. ; 





The President then moved that Mr. E. Cecil Durant, of Windsor, be 
elected President for the ensuing year. The resolution was seconded by 
the Secretary, and carried unanimously. The Président referred, in 
lution, to the immense amount of help which he had 
ived from Mr. Durant in the discharge of the duties of his office 
during his absence on Military Service, and mentioned that Mr. Durant 
had been very active in increasing the membership of the Society. The 
Secretary also stated that he had during the past vear received much 
assistance from Mr. Durant. Mr. Durant, in thanking the Society for 
him as President, expressed his high appreciation of the work of 
and said that he believed comparatively few of the mem 
the extent to ’ indebted to it 
lt was unanimously resolved that Mr. H. C. Dryland be re-elected as 

t und that for this year the offices of er and seoretary 
The proposer and seconder of the resolution referred 
work of the and conveyed to him 


moving the 


res 


rece 


electing 
the So 


bers realised 


ety. 
which they were 
treasul 
combined 
ywistic terms to the 
ks of the So« ety 


cons iderataon af 


secretary 


eleotion of the committee Mr 
Mart ned that Martin, who was unable to be 
felt very strongly that it at some of the younger 
members of the profession should be elected on the committee, and that 
for this reason he wished to suggest that some younger man should be 
elected 8 place Mr. S. Bran also apoke to the same effect, and said 
that would be very glad if the Society would elect some younger man 
we. Mr. Durant referred to the importance of interestang the 
*men in the Society, and mentioned that had joined the 
he had had really mo knowledge of the work of the Society 
It v nen resol ved that Captain é. M Eldridge, of 
Oxford, be elected as a member of the committee in the place of Mr 
J. W. Martin, and a very hearty vote of thanks to Mr. J. W. Martin 
was unanimously passed for the many years of faithful service which he 
id ungrudgingly given to the work of the commattee lt was also 
unanime resolved that Mr. F. J. Ratcliffe, of Reading, be elected as 
a member of the committee in the place of Mr. S. Brain, and a very 
hearty vote of thanks to Mr. 8. Brain was unanimously passed for his 
invaluable upon the committee for many years Captain 
J. M. Eldridge was also elected as vice-president for the ensuing year, 
and Messrs. H. R. Baker, J. Bliss, C. G. Chambers, A. J. Clarke, C. G 
Field, F. Q. Louch, E. L. Reynolds, and B. E. Tyrwhitt were elected 
to be the other members of the committee 
It was resolved that, subject to the power reserved to the president, 
vice-president, and secretary by Article 18 of the Society’s Articles of 
Association, the next annua] general meeting of the Society be held at 
Windsor on the first Wednesday in May, 1920 
On consideration in accordance with notice of the question of enabling 
increased costs to be charged, having regard particularly to the necessity 
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for increasing the remuneration of solicitors’ clerks and the increased 
cost living, the secretary reported that at a meeting of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies held on 20th June resolutions were passed to 
to the effect that (1) S ibject to satisfactory evidence being given as to 
haracter of the National Federation of Law Clerks. 
to meet a deputation from 
2) That in the event of the 
joint councils, independent 


yf 


the representative « 
the Council of the Law Society should off 
the Federation in preliminary conference 
Conference recommending the formation 
joint councils should be set up in the provinces to deal with matters 
arising there, the joint counci| in London dealing only with matters 
iTieing in Londo 5) That while viewing sympathetically the desire of 
law clerks forimproved remuneration, steps to this end were only practic 

able if and when solicitors’ own remuneration was increased and placed 
(4) That membership of the Law Society 


on a more satisfactory tooting 
at, the Law Soovciety should 


should be oblbigatory on all solicitors, and t 
1 steps as might be necessary to effect this. (5) That the 


with apprehension any proposals subversive 


at once take su 
Associated Societies view 
41 improvement in Jegal education which has been pressingly 
before the Societies for some years. Mr. Blaker reported that the reso 
lutaons of the Associated Societies had been carefu ly considered at a 
joint conference of the Law Society and delegates from the Associated 
ind that another joint conderence would be 


of the pol oy « 


Proving ial Law Sox eties, 
called at a later date 
Mr. Brain then moved that this society, having heard the proposals 


or Oxon who are serving or have served in His yo Forces, and of. 


articled clerks who are or were serving in His Majesty’s Forces, and 
who are or were articled to solicitors practising in Berks, Bucks or Oxon 


Qui ANTE DIEM PERIIT, SED MILES, SED PRO PATRIA. 
Solicitors, 
Captain Raymond George Attride, 1/4th Batt., Royal Berks Regiment, 


Shire Hall, Reading. 
Second Lieutenant Arthur Joseph Bliss, 4th Leinster Regiment, Hig 
Wycombe 
Captain Lionel William Crouch, 
Light Infantry, Aylesbury 
Lieutenant Hugh Nares Davenport, 4th Reserve Batt., Oxford a: 
Bucks Light Infantry, T.F., Oxford 
Private Frederick Llewelyn Deane, Civil Service Rifles, Bracknel! 
Lieutenant Alfred Owen \Pryce, 6th Cameronians (Scottish Rifles), 
Abingdon. 
Cadet Wilfred Henry Styer, Artists’ Rifles, Reading. 
Lieutenant-Colonel Harold Underhill Hatton Thorne, 1/4th Batt., Ro. 
Berks Regiment, Shire Hall, Reading. 


Articled Clerks. 
Second Lieutenant Donald Clarke, Royal Flying Corps (articled to 


Ist Bucks Batt., Oxford and Bu 











of the National Federation of Law Clerks and the resolutions passed by 
he Associated Provincial Law Societies, is satisfied of the importance 
of the questions raised, and is prepared to give them their earnest and | 
concrete form, | 
meeting of the | 


sympathetic considerataon when placed before them in a 
ind that the 
Society when necessary. In moving the resolut. Mr. Brain referred 
to the happy relations which according to his experience universally pre 
ailed between solicitors and their clerks, and expressed the view that | 
the clerks realised quite as fully as their principals that the solution of 


secretary do call an extraordinary genera 


the difficulty could only be found by increasing the remuneration of | 
solicitors and placing the whole question of costs on a more satisfactory | 
basis. Mr. Chambers, in seconding the resolution, expressed the opinion 
that solicitors should urge upon their clerks the importance of joining 
the Federation, as the interests of both principals an clerks were really 
the same. 

The motion, having heen put to the meetung, was carried unanimously 


| 


The following are extracts from the report of the Committee 


Uember [he committee regret to have to record the deaths of Mr 
Bromley Ohallenor, U.B_E., Town Clerk of Abingdon, which occurred on 
the 11th October, 1918, Lieutenant Hugh Nares Davenport, Oxford and 
Bucks Light Infantry, of Oxford (who was at first reported missing and 
subsequently as killed in action), and Mr. Walter Sweeting Clutterbuck, 
Town Clerk of Reading, which occurred on the 28th April, 1919. Since 
the last report was prepared three metbers of the Society have (as above 
mentioned) died, while thirteen new members have joined the Society. 
The total number of members at the end of the Society’s year was 151 
as against ‘ast vear’s record membership of 121. It is satisfactory to 
notice that the new members come from practically all parts of the 
Society's area lhe comumittee desire to congratulate the secretary on his 
election as chairman of the Associated Provincial Law Societies for the 
ensuing year and to express their appreciation of the honour which has 
thus been conferred through him on the Society. 

Conditions of Sale During the past year 2,653 copies of the | 
Society's General Conditions of Sale have been sold, of which 2,521 copies 
vere sold to members and 132 to non-members of the society This 
easily constituted a re ord, the previous highest sale being 1,642 in 
1913-14. It is interesting to notice as an indication of the effect of the 
war on conveyancing that the sales of the Conditions during the years of 





the war were as foliow :— 
1914-15 1,003 copies 1917-18 
1915-lo 754 ' 1918-19 
1916-17 $12 
Nhe Conditions sold during the year just closed were disposed of in 189 
different lots and necessitated the writing of between 300 and 400 letters. 
Vilitary Service The Socity’s Advisory Committee held several | 
meetings and dealt with a large number of cases of solicitors and their 
skilled clerks. It is satisfactory to be able to report that in every case 


1,149 copies 
2,653 


: 
the committee’s recommendations were accepted by Local Tribunals either | ‘ 


to the letter or in spirit, and that in the one case in which the Military 
appealed against a decision of a Local Tribunal the appeal was dis 
illowed. An opportunity was also afforded to the Society of recommend 
ing pivotal solicitors and managing clerks for immediate demobilisation 
The committee gave recommendations in numerous cases and in every 
ase their recommendation was accepted without question both by the 
Law Society and the Military. The secretary was also able to be of some 
service in various ways to members who were appealing for exemptior 
either for themselves or their skilled clerks 

Inland Revenue Authorities.—During the past year the Society has 
again been in communication with the Inland Revenue Authorities as 
to delay experienced in procuring Increment Value Duty Stamps and as 
to difficulties in obtaining at post offices on short notice the forms neces 
sary to lead to the payment of Death Duties. It is hoped that the repre 
sentations made to the Authorities will have the desired effect, but 
the secretary will be glad if members will report to him at once any 
farther difficulties which they may experience 


Arthur Joseph Clarke, High Wycombe), High Wycombe. 
Lieutenant Vernon Spencer Wilkins, Oxford and Bucks Light Infantry 
articled to Stanley Edward Wilkins, Aylesbury), Aylesbury. , 
Second Lieutenant Brian Robert Phillip Wood, 7th City of London 
Imperial Service Batt., the London Regt. (articled to Robert Samuel 
Wood High Wycombe), High Wycombe. 


Law association. 


The monthly board of directors was held at the Law Society’s Hall 
on Thursday, 3rd July, Mr. P. E. Marshall in tne chair. The other 
directors present were Mr: T. H. Gardiner, treasurer, Mr. E. E. Bird, 
Mr. H. B. Curwen, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secretary, Mr. 
E. E. Barron. A sum of £134 was voted in relief of deserving cases ; 
two new members were elected and other general business transacted. 


The Society ot Public Teachers of Law. 


The eleventh annual general meeting of the society was held, by per- 
mission of the treasurer and benchers. in the Pension Chamber of 
Gray’s Inn, on Thursday, the 3rd instant. The president, Professor 
Goudy, was in the chair, After the formal business had been disposed 
of, Professor Goudy, the retiring president, delivered his address. He 
took ag his subject the three outetanding reforms which, in his view, 
the society should endeavour to promote, viz.: (1) the establishment of 
an Imperial School of Law, preferably in London; (2) the establish- 
ment of a Ministry of Justice; and (3) codification of the existing 
law. With regard to the first named, he pointed out the anomalies 
with regard to the instruction of law as practised at the present time, 
und referred to the desirability of co-ordination, and of instructing 
students from all parts of the empire in the various legal systems in 
force in the empire. f 

With regard to the proposed Ministry of Justice, the president con- 
fined his remarks to am expression of entire ement with the address 
f Mr. Samuel Garrett, ex-president of the Law Society, delivered at 
the annual meeting of the society held last year. 

The president expressed himself as a firm believer in codification , and 
summarized briefly the principal arguments for and againet its adoption. 
He referred in detail to the methods adopted on the Continent in the 


| preparation of ithe Code Napoleon, the German Civil Code, and the 
| Swiss Code, emphasizing the advantages and disadvantages of each. 


The president added that there seemed to him to be three alternative 


| wavs in which codification céuld be brought about, viz. ; codifica- 


tion of the whole of the existing law at one time, {ii.) codification of 
each separate department of law, (iii.) codification piecemeal by Acts 
of Parliament ilies with particular subjecte. He expressed the 
pinion that the first method was probably too great an undertaking 
to be successful, that the third method was probably too slow, and 
strongly supported the second method. He expressed the opinion that it 
would be wise to have separate codes for England and d, and 
that. once the law had been codified, unification would follow. There 
was, of course, one important exception, viz., the mercantile law, which 
should be codified at once, and be uniform within the four seas. He 
paid a tribute to the Digest of Civil Law published by Mr. Edward 
Jenks and his colleagues, which formed a work which would prove 
indispensable when the problem of codification should be undertaken. 

\ discussion ensued. Dr. Blake Odgers emphasized the value of 


| the consolidation statutes, calling special attention to the Larceny Act, 


the Perjury Act. and the Forgery Act. : 
Professor Geldart expressed his concurrence with the views of the 
president, and pointed out that any code of English law would, in his 
indgement. have to include far greater detail than the Code Napoleon 
He drew particular attention to the subject of the Law of Torts, 2 
to the very few references to this important branch of the law appearing 





At the end of the report is a list of solicitors practising in Berks, Backs 


in the French civil code. 
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the , viz. :—As | Acts 


vice-president, Professor G: 


McNair, C.B.F 


The following officers were elected for ensuing year 
president, Mr. Edward Jenks; as 
C.B.E. ; as hon. treasurer, Mr. A. D 
Dr. EF. Leslie Burgin. 

Votes of thanks to the auditors, M M. | 
Leonard, who were 
and benchers of Gray's Inn for thei spita.at 
unanimously carried 


is secrTrevary 


re-elected for the g ye 


Redemption of ‘Tithe Rentcharge 


and Corn Rents: The Tithe Act, 
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THE “PUBLIC SCHOOLS” POLICY 
OF 


THE STANDARD LIFE ASSURANCE CO. 


affords an easy means of providing a fir:t- 
' 

class education for children, combined with 
valuable features of assurance for the parent 

EXAMPLE 

A father effects a“ Pubhe Schools’ Policy 
w his son ag . to secure £150 per annum 
for hive years, to years 
the period, the 
table -— 


for 5 years 


f 
»mmenc n twelve 
If the parent dies withir 
following options are ava 

(4) Payment of £150 pa 
can commence at once 

(5) A cash settlement of £700 can be 
taken in liew of (4) 

(¢) An income of £24 10s. per annum 
can be drawn until end of original 
twelve years, and then the £150 pa. 
for hve years 

hild die before benefits are claim 
able 

(4) The whole of premiums paid without 
deduction will be returned 

(4) Or the Policy can be continued for 
another child 
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there Volicies 
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Write for explanatory leaflet, 
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Copyright and the United States, 


In the House of Lords, on Monday, Lord Somerleyton, replying to 
Lord Askwith, said that under the Copyright Act which was passed in 
1911, works first published in the United States of America can obtain 
copyright in this country by simultaneous publication within the parts 
of his Majesty's Dominion to which the Act extends; that is to say, 
publication must be made here not later than fourteen days after the 
publication in the United States of America, and copies could be im 
ported in bulk for such purposes. Under the Proclamation of 23rd 
February, 1917, importation of books was prohibited except in single 
copies through the special licence of the Board of 
Trade But it possible to import copies for the 
purpose of simultaneous publication in Newfoundland or some 
other part of his Majesty's Dominions, other than Canada, in 
proximity to the United States, and, further, it was possible to print an 
edition in this country for the purpose of simultaneous publication her¢ 
The prohibition of importation had now been withdrawn, and there 
was, therefore, no difficulty now in importing copies in bulk. Negotia- 
tions had been proceeding for some time with the United States Govern 
ment with a view to conferring copyright upon all works first published 
in one of the two countries since the outbreak of war which had, by 
reason of war conditions, such as Joss of mail, &c., failed to comply with 
the conditions of the law of the other country, and consequently for 
feited copyright there, and it was hoped that these negotiations would 
have a successful His Majesty’s Government were fully alive 
to the importance of the question raised, and to the necessity of pre 
venting any further continuance of piracy of works published during the 
war in either of the two countries. The negotiations with the United 
States Government to this end would be continued, and it was hoped 
that they might have a successful end. If the powers conferred upon 
hia Majesty's Government by existing legislation were found to be in 
sufficient, the question of introducing additional] legislation would receive 
careful attention 





post or under 


still 


was 


Issue 


Lord Meshiin on Bests Trade. 


Lord Crewe, on the 3rd inst., opened the second British Scientific 
Products Exhibition, which is being held at the Central Hall, West 
minster, to promote the industries which have been established during 
the war and to stimulate the development of other industries dependent 
upon the applications of science. The exhibition, which has — been 
organized by the British Science Guild, though rather cramped for space, 
is thoroughly representative of the vital industries in which scientifi: 
research is proving an invaluable adjunct to their development 
efficiency. 





and 


Lord Sydenham presided over a large 
among those present being Lord Moulton, Sir Philip Magnus, Sir Robert 
Hadfield, Sir. Frank Heath, Sir Richard Gregory (chairman of the 
Organization Committee), Sir John Young, General Bagnall-Wild, and 
Mr. F. Hamlyn Price (representing the Royal Agricultural Society of 
England). 


Lord Moulton in says the T'imes, aaid that 
during the last five years he had been in a umque position for judging 
both the work of his nation and the capacities for work that it possessed 
Almost immediately after war broke out he was made the chairman of 
a committee that had to consider the things with regard to which we were 
dependent on Germany, and how we were to replace Germany as a source 
of supplying those articles. It was found there were three ways in 
which Germany had got that position. One was that she was far more 
skilful than we were in cornering the raw materials ; the “ rings’’ which 
secured almost a monopoly of valuable natural products were to him a 
perfect revelation. That that must be stopped at the end of the war was 
obvious. It would be partly by our Legislature, but it would be still 
more the acuteness and resolution of business men that would prevent 
Germany getsing the monopoly of any natural product and therefore 
making us dependent wpon her. The next thing which impressed him 
was the extent to which Germany had got hold of the English market 
by her being such an excellent salesman. Germany gave great attention 
to the prejudices and wants of English customers, served her goods in 
the way they liked best, sent her travellers to solicit custom at all favour 
able times, and had worked up a very large business by these quite 
honourable commercial tactics. There, again, there was something which 
our business men must face, and they must face it, he thought, ‘by 
imitating the wise policy that the German producers adopted 

Then there was a third thing, which he confessed made him a little 
ashamed of his country. It was obvious that the Germans were faking 
pains over particular products so as to produce them of a better and 
more uniform quality, and therefore making them more valuable to the 
English consumer. What was more evident than anything else was 
that the specialized attention which worked at a little thing in order 
to improve it was being guided by all the scientific knowledge that was 
at the command of the world. And he found that the English manu- 
facturers were too frequently content with a quality which they could 
sell in very large quantities, and for which they had a safe market, and 
were not realizing that this advance in quality would gradually bring 
with it a greater demand, and would make the wholesale trade pass into 
the hands of their competitors. It was true that one took care that, as 
far as we coud, raw materials were obtained, in spite of the Germans. 


and representative gathering, 


the course of a speech, 
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It was true that the English manufacturers <ook lessons from the German 
salesmen, but the real question which interested him was how should we 
get England to produce the articles of higher quality at reasonable prices 
which they had been enabled to make by means of patience and 
trial research carried out for so many years. We were like an « 
lished they like a young house that wanted t 
a business. In about a _ couple of months he was taken 
from that particular work and put to develop the hole 
power of his nation in a thing which, he _ hoped, vuld 
be perfectly useless in a very short time—namely, high ex 
rhere, again, he had to test the power of the nation to concentrate its 
whole force on production on an enormous scale. The four years had 
had to concentrate his attention on that made him feel that our nation 
bad nothing to fear from any nation. All that it had to fear was from 
its own self. It had got the power of research and of invention, it had 
got the power of patient devotion to a particular end that it had chosen, 
and it had got the power of acting together on the largest possible scale, 
All that was necessary was that the nation should be roused to the 
necessity of doing it, and then, as they did during the last four years, 
they would prove that it could do in all this wide production that peace 
needed what it did in the narrow but equally important war production, 

As to the Exhibition, Lord Moulton said that he saw what the effect of 
the last five years had been on the products which he had to take notice 
of in the first two months of the war. All the things which were night 
mares then he saw now altered by the investigation, patience, and work 
ol those five years. Lord Moulton specially mentioned the rapid strides 
made in the glass industry, and remarked that our English s now 
showed right through the list that it was the equal to any in t vorld, 
He could go through many such industries and point out the 
same thing, und he would say that the English manufacturers in the 
future ought to be ashamed of themselves if they did not continue to 
make progress in peace, producing in the best form and in the cheapest 
way ‘that which was necessary for peace. 
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Legal News, 


Appointments. 
Sir WittiaM Francis Kyrrin Tartor, K.C., has been appoint: 
a Commissioner of Assize to go on the Midland Circuit to Ds 
Birmingham. 
Mr. Ropert ALtrrep MoCatt, K,'C., has been appointed to be a Com- 
missioner of Assize to go the Wales and Chester Circuit. 
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Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 
Ayrton and Frepertck Morton Rapcwirre, 
(Ayrton & Radcliffe), D, Queen Insurance Buildings, 10, Dak 
Liverpool. June 30. The said William Ayrton will continue th 
business in partnership with Horace Milner Alderson Smith, 
the style or firm of Ayrton & Aiderson Smith. 


WILLIAM citors 
treet, 


said 


under 


, Watter Joun JoserH, Russett Goprrey Stewarp, and Brrnagp 
Pretry, solicitors (Joseph Steward & Pretty), City Chambers, Nor- 
wich, and 18, Museum-street, Ipswich (Pretty, Joseph & Ste vard). 
June BD. 

Freperrc Wittiam Biunt and Granam Bunt, solicitors (Blunt & 
Co.), 95, Gresham-street, London, E.C. June ©. Mr. F. W. Blunt is 
retiring from practice, and Mr. Graham Blunt will carry on the 
business at the above address under the same firm name. 

(Gazette, July 4. 

Henry Tuomas Ropinson, Epwrxn Wuatson Hutt, and Wits 
Epwarkp Rickerp, solicitors (Taylor & Taylor )}, 10, New Broad.-street, 
London, E.C. June 30. So far as regards the said William Edward 
Rickerd, who retires from the firm. The said Henry Thomas Robim- 
and Edwin Whatson Hull will continue the said practice undet 
the same style or firm at 10, New Broad-street, E.C. 2. The said 
William Edward Rickerd will practise in his own name at 118-122, 
Holborn, EO. 1 [Gazete, Ju y 8. 


son 


Business Changes. 


Consequent on the death of Mr. 8. J. Montagu, the firm of M 
Mileham & Montagu, of 5 and 6, Bucklersbury, London, E.' 
be continued by the surviving partner, Mr. H. T. Mienam, in | 
ship with Mr. R. B. Sotomon, LL.B., who is transferring his | 
to the above address. 


taga, 
_ will 
rtner- 
ractice 


Information Required. 


FRANCE-HAYHURST (OR CLOETE).-Will Wanted.—Aty 
solicitor having made or having know ledge of the will of Mrs Renet 
Elizabeth Maynard France-Hayhurst, the wife of Captain Williaa 
Hosken France-Hayhurst, of Bostock Hall, Middlewich, Cheshire (née 
Cloete), who died in May last, is requested to communicate with / 
ton Powys, 6, Lincoln’s Inn-fielde, W.C, 2. 
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» back to the fifteenth century. e 
Deertain alterations by the eminent Brothers Adam in the reign of 
George III. and George IV. 
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General. 


The City Conporation on the 3rd inst. granted Judge Rentoul a retir 
ing pension of $1,400 a year, which is seven-tenths of his salary. 

Mr. James Hargreave, of The Dial House, Stratford-on-Avon, and 
Waterloo-street, Birmingham, solicitor, for many years closely associated 
with the late Mr. Joseph Chamberlain, left estate of gross value, 
£27,111. 

A meeting was held by the London Solicitors’ Golfing Society on the 
Ashford Manor Clulb’s course last Saturday. The competition for the 
Captain's Prize resulted in a tie between Mr. H. R, Sader, 100 — 12 = 
88, and Mr. T. K. Langdale, 102 14 = 88. The prize for the best 
aratch score was won by Mr, G. S. Hunot, with a round of &. Mr. 
Hunot also won the President's Prize with a score of 4 — 3= 81. Mr. 
R. M. Beaumont (scr.) won the prize for the best nine holes with 38, and 
the 18 holes bogey competition, 1 down. 

At the Mansion House on the 4th inst. a defendant, summoned for the 
non-payment of income-tax, contested the amount on the ground that 
no ailowance had been made for his wife. Mr. Victor M, Bailie, collec- 
tor of taxes, said that the defendant was separated from his wife, and, 
according to income-tax law, was not, in those circumstances, entitled to 
any allowance in respect of her. The defendant stated that he was 
separated from his wife, and, under the order of the court, had to allow 
her 12s, 6d. a week. He contended that he ought to have an allowance 
from his income-tax in respect of these payments. Sir John Bell made 
an order for the payment of the amount, with costs. 

In the House of Commons, on the 3rd inst., Mr. Baldwin, replying to 
Mr. Macleod, said that he was advised that, although National War 
Bonds were eventually repayable at a premium, trustees who held them 
would not incur any lability by disposing of them at a price below the 
redemption figure, but not lower than the market price at the time of 
disposal. The tender of War Bonds for the new Loan at par was 
equvalent to a sale at par, which was the current market price. Hence 
trustees would incur no liability in subscribing for the Funding Loan in 
National War Bonds, provided, of course, that they complied with any 
specific stipulations contained in the terms of thei trust, such as an 
obligation to obtain the concurrence of a beneticiary, 

At the Mansion House on Tuesday, before Alderman Sir Charles 
Wakefield, John Scott Heron, a solicitor, formerly practising in Law- 
rence-lane, again attended to anawer nineteen charges of having un- 
lawfully converted to his own use or to the use of his late partner, 
Howard Powell Edwards, money ‘belonging to trust funds and cliente. 
Mr. H. D. Roome was counsel for the prosecution; Mr. L. 8. Fletcher 
for the defence. It was alleged that the offences were committed be- 
tween 1902 and 1913, and that the total amount fraudulently converted 
was nearly £25,000. The defendant’s partner, Mr. Edwards, died in 
January, 1917. In April, 1917, the defendant was adjudicated a bank 
rupt on his own petition. There was a net deficiency of £101,188. 
The money seemed to have been lost in building operations. The case 
was again adjourned, the defendant being admitted to bail. 

According to an estimate prepared by the Board of Inland Revenue, 
and issued on the 3rd inst, as a White Paper, there are 146 taxpayers in 
this country who have incomes of £100,000 and over per year. The 
taxable income of these is £27,600,000, and they pay in income-tax and 
supertax £15,352,000. The number of persons with incomes of between 
£150 and nvt, exceeding £2,500 is 5,286,900, of whom 1,940,000 are en- 
tirely relieved from tax. The number of those with over £2,500 and not 
more than £100,000 is 59/100. ‘The total taxable income is estimated at 
£1,970,000,000, producing an aggregate income from income-tax and 
supertax of £338,300,000. Of this sum £109,424,000 comes from tax- 
payers with incomes of less than £2,500 a year, while £163,303,000 is 
derived from the larger incomes. Other incomes, which principally con- 
sist of moneys held by various companies, bring in a total of 
£65,494,000. The net produce of the income-tax, apart from the 
supertax, is £296,000,000. 

At Staffordshire Assizea on the 4th inst., says the Z'imes, Henry 
Thomas Gaskin, twenty-seven, a miner, was indicted for the murder of 
his wife at Hednesford in February. It was stated that the prisoner 
was living apart from his wife for two years and then joined the Army. 
The woman had given birth to three illegitimate children. After sending 
a note to his wife the prisoner met her, and they were seen to enter a 
plantation, from which the man emerged alone. Afterwards the pri 
soner made a statement to the police in which he said ; ‘‘ She is in the 
fields. I cut her head off and tried to cut her leg off, but the sinews 
held it together.’’ Mr. Justice Roche asked the jury not to be 
influenced by what was known as ‘‘ the unwritten law,’’ which he 
preferred ‘to call “ unwritten folly." The State had not thought fit to 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date EMERGENCY APPkAL Count Mr. Justice Mr Justice 
- Rota. No. 1. Eve. Saneanrt. 
Monday July 14 Mr. Farmer Mr. Charch Mr. Goldschmitd Mr. Leach 
Tuesday ...... 16 Jolly Farmer Leach Church 
Wednesday .. 16 Synge J. ily Charch Farmer 
Thursday .... 17 Bloxam Synge Farmer Jolly 
Friday ........ 18 Borrer Bloxam Jolly meee 
Saturday .... 10 Goldschmidt borrer Synge Blesam 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P. 0, 
° ASTBURY. Younema, PSTERSOR, LAWRENCE. 
Monday July 14 Mr. Borrer Mr. Floxam Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly 
Tuesday ...... 15 Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Wednesday.... 16 Leach Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam 
Thursday .... 17 Church Leac Gokischmidt Horrer 
PIR coccccce OO Farmer Church Leach Goldschmidt 
Saturday...... 19 Jolly Farmer Charch Leach 








Winding-up Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivgr, July 4. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
Limirep In ClANCERY. 


Astakwa Alivvial Synpicare Lrp. (ln Liguipation).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug. 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Alfred Green, 85, London-wall, liquidator 


Eastrex Axxkim Co., Lev. (In Liqvipation).—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug. 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Alfred Green, 85, London-wall, liquidator, 

Hotpers Brewery, Lrv.—Creditors are required, on or before July 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Charles Holder, The Midland Brewery, Nova Scotia-st., Birmingham, liquidetor. 

Imrroveo Cuisine Co., Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to T. Symington, 2, Austin-friars, liquidator 

James Retity, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. George 
Lockyer Hansford, 3, York-st., Manchester, liquidator. 

K. W. P. Exorxesnine Co., Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to 
send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Basil Garteide Pike, Broad-st. House, liquidator. 

T. G. Fowirr & Co., Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug. 4, to send in 
their names and addressees and full particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Parkin Stanley Booth and Ernest Holland, Kimberley House, Holborn-viaduct, 
liquidator 

West Lonxpon Consravctiox Co., Lap.—Creditors are required, on or before 

Aug. 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debte or 


claims, to Finlay Cook Auld, 9, Churehfield-rd. East, Acton, liquidator 
London Gazette.—Tosspar, July § 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurirep 1s CHANCERY, 
Avorn Hore (Ageroavennt), Lop. (In Votontany Ligtipation).—t reditors ere 
required. on or before Aug. 9, to nd their names and eddresses, and particulars 


of their debts or claims, to James Als xander Wilkie, 66, London-wall, liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before Aug. 4, to send 
and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Cardiff, liquidator. 


Corsisn Satvace Co., Lrp 
in their names and addressees ; 
Frederick John Broomfield, 108, The Exchange, 
5 . V ’ diters are required, on or 
Evect Mus, Lrp. (In Voruntany Ligvuipatios) Cred 

before Aug. 15, to eend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Archibald Yearsley, 27, Brasennose-st., Manchester, liquidator. 





make infidelity a crime punishable by law, and it could not therefore 

conceived that a private individual was to be allowed to take the 
responsibility of punishing by wounding. It was a nonsensical as 
well as a horrible suggestion. The prisoner was found guilty, and 
sentenced to death. 


> ; . Tre e re before Aug. 15, to 
syrorraw Target Srxpicate, Ltp.—Creditors are r quired, on or 

—_— their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Thomas Walker, 53, New Broad-st., liquidator. 

Pirrers Parents, Lrv.—Creditors are required, on or before July 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. to Valentine 





Messrs. Feravsson, Taytor and Metuutsn are selling by auction at 
Winchester House, Old Broad-street, E.C., on the 16th inst., ‘‘ The 
Mount,’”’ Hadley Common, Herts. ‘‘ The Mount ”’ is* believed to date 
‘ The front of the house underwent 


| Stnetrron Asser Sutrrine Co., Lip 
required, on or before Aug. 1 . 
partie alars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Jones, 


Cardiff, liquidator. 


George Hassell Medley, 23, Austin Friare, liquidator. 
; » require before Aug. 2, to 
sys Founprr Co., Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or q 
yo names and addresses, and the particulare of their debts or claims, to 
Oscar Schofield, Oakenrod House, Rochdale, liquidator. 
(In Vouuntany Liqurpation).—Creditors are 
15, to send in their names and addresses, and the 


5, Dockchmbrs., Bute-st., 
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field iB srra, ¢ \ 0 3 H. M Son, 11, G 
Hemenitt, Right Honourable Srannore Crantes Jonux, Baron. Te r Sloane-st. | B . ux P \ » oO Coss \\ R rt T rt 
Win Aug. I. Hargrove & Co., 16, Victoria-st., Westminst 
Hetiey FrepericKk, Suffolk Aug ‘ H t G hild 7. tle-n ( t \ ‘ I \ 12 \ ! K ‘ 
Norwich I 
A Jackson, Montacre, Skinningrove, Yorks Ar 1! I &N 12. N I Co M ‘ 4 @ S & 1D ‘ ¢ at 
Mipptrron. South Kensington \ Ly Wa y. I r 73, Bas Ml 
at et 
: Lawrie, Isaser Barrer, Horeham Road, Sus Au 1 J ( Pr | ‘ ‘ R 
Kir « 22. College-hill | Croat 4 , ‘ ( | | e (y 12 8 j row 
Lavonam, THomis Groner, Maida le Tuly 30 rh Chid Shar 28/30, | R 
Wigmore-st. i ¢ { 4 Rart Kent n n 
& Carr Lee. JOHN, Westcliff-on-Sea. July 26. R. Miller, W k Na ‘ ‘ A ' Bas , \ ‘ D S ? 
Copthall-av | B < 
Fast Maw Joun, Oxford Aug. 14. Pellatt & Pe tt. Ban Oxon | ( H HW 4  K § & K t fH and 11 
WMiiirsetosx, Jane, Northwich Aug. 7 y. J. Dix & S Nort] h. Cheshire t 
us " ‘ ~~ ? 2 3 - ' 
Miter. Enwarp Scorr, Richmond Ay 15 Hutel Cuff ¢ Stone d | ¢ HW , 8 } Ra r Ro 
l ; ¢ \ G \ St & 8S 1” Il, Fen 
Lincoln's inn |} G 
Morrrmorne Henry Lockyer, Bomba Aug 1 Hicks Ar & B ; : , : . 
King-st.. Covent Garden 1 Fes H \ ‘ 6 & Br Q 
Norra, Saran, Castleford. July 31. Thomas Wilson, Castleford | Viet t 
> + | Tas =) y 4 } ai M x rub 
Papter, Lucy Mary, Harrow. Aug. 11. Pearce & Nicholls, 12. New ~ “satin @ . , ' 4 Mouf Son a ' “ 
Patty. Apettne Jane, Southport. Au Gamon, Farmer & ¢ 2. White-friar ¢ Bis 
Chester. : Pas Ml — ' 4 ; ‘ Rr Loft & Nor rn lon te 
t Pearce, Groner Henry, Bristol. Aug. 5. Stor r! k King, No. 13, Qu ; R ‘ . 
w 3 ath. Tow Rick N t Gleor N t North Wa 
Puncr, THOMAS Hvours, Gloucester. Aug. 16. R. Hughes Abell-19, The Foregate, | | fans } the Solent. Aug. 12. Clutton & M if 
Worcester | Ae 
an id PorriewrLL, Bertram Brigeas, Scarborough. Aug. 12. B ford, Norton & 8 | , ‘ ane H .« ( mm. Lis r ! 
. 15, Walbrook . ‘ y . Byron rn ~ , “4 Great R ¢ 
overt Portrer, Warie Matiipa, Barnsbury \ ‘eM Sta 2 ar N . 
folk-st., Strand , , : WaRsH 1 4 > nt Fy 1%. Gold 9 
Porrs. James Asnrorp, Hereford Aug. *. W. Thor R Herefor r | wa i “4 ‘ e a , 
Ror. Hver, Acton Aug. 18 H. Dade & Ce 4, Q n Victorina-st . | K 
2 Rorte, Saran Anne, Lancaster. Aug. 6. C. H " & 8 42, Ke | wena, Fi . 7 a 4 » HP. R BR 
Manchester ; . | 
Rorie, Joux James, Flixton,Manchester A 6. C. H. § & 8 i _— ;: 4 > Ga 1 & 
n Kennedy-st Manchester 1 P ‘ tn = 
Risiex, Emtty, Southsea. Aug. 16. Routh, St & Castle, 14, Southan ' sg A Ha { ton Spa. A ” ‘ 
B Bloomsbury , ‘ \ ‘ | 
Ricnarpson, JOHN JAMES, Gateshead Au 3. Cr ! & OF , Seinen M ‘ am Mny 4 BR 1) Cast 
Nas Gateshead - : : : wat - ‘ W A 
Ricnarps, Hexry Harris, Newton Abbot, Dev \ = Ww r& Wa n, = Ml eee ~ . ’ a @ ( 1 t 
lart-st Wolborouch-s Newton Abbot , 
Server, Everys Cray Ker, Chelsea Aug. 12. Far & OC @. bt . = ‘ vu 2 1 , re G ( 0, 8 
fields ' : 
Sewett. Georar Jonnx, Southend-on-Sea. July 31. Durrant, Cooper & Hamblit ™ 4 M nt &A N ton, 27, ¢ 
70-71, Gracechurch-st oO \ I ‘ . 
Skrrratt, James, Manchester Aug. 1. J. Andre Orr 18, St. Ann-st.. Mar _— : owen a . » Karl * Dp ‘ - ¢ ' 
, chester , VW ‘ 
% Stor Jonw~ Auprep. Lancaster. July 19. Hand, Gart & G Prir t Pra \ ( ‘ 4 aera ¢ 146. Hich-et.. ¢ te 
Manchester ; . Py Na G \ G. F. ¢ 1, 17, Ent I 
Srriton, Crartes Roserr, Wilton Au 1 Wilson & Son bs shurs Py on 1G 4 ( Fr ¢ i7. ¥ . 7 ' 
Srxes, Jonw Henry, Huddersfield Au 9 tamsden, Syl Ramsden. Stat P k , ‘ ima, N } 4 » Dav & IJohe 8, I r 
Street-hldve Huddersfield. N t 
« 
| & TD 
r j 
CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL ior selected risks. 
T , T GLASS 
a FIRE, BURGLARY LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 
af | 
Mar MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc.. etc. 
, PROFITS which are cist : 
; Non-Mutual except in respect of which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders. 
”_ —-__---- 
nat om . 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete Policy ever offered to householders 
i New ; 
soak THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium. 
fan 
LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 
st... 
‘ e P 
E Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 
1 





INSURANCE. Licensed 


Por Further Information. write: 














Property, settled ty Counsel,|will be sent on application. 


24, MOORGATE ST,, E.C. 2. 





674 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. July 12, 1919 


Porrs, Lerrrma Hewnterta, Fulham. Aug. 8. Young & Sons, 2, Mark-la. | Witsonx, Faxwr, North Finchley. July 26. Merton A. Jones, 11, Old Jew 
2. Albert Gard & Co., 6, St. | chmbrs. ™- 
| 








Procren, Joserg Otrven, Bere Ferris, Devon Aug. 2 
Aubyn-st., Devonport Witsonx, Manganer Etrzaseru, North Finchley. Aug. 5. Merton A. Jones, 11, Olg 
Riper, Groner, Ecclesfield, Innkeeper. ; Jewry-chmbrs. , 
ol Woo, Frepenicx Josern, F.R.C.8S., Plymouth. Aug. 4. W. J. Pitman, 11/12, Ping. 
Serax, Davrp, Colne, Lancashire. Aug. 10. Roberts, Riley & Creeke, 12, St. James’- | bury-sq. 
row, Burnley 
Surra, Sir Depier Stewart, 42, Albert-ct. Aug : 
Co.. Suffolk House VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that al} 
Srunt, Caartorre Maer Kx Putney. July %. W. Henry Pitman, 27, Chancery-la Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effecte. Pro. 
Havrwornne, Chelsea. Aug. 14. Farrer & Co., 6, Lincoln's inn- | perty 7] general! very i uately insured, and in case of loss insurers 
Traspate, Rosent Stony, Newenstle-upon-Tyne. Aug. 16 suffer according y. DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS (LIMITED), 
Pilgrim-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 26, King-street, years wy W.C. 2, the well-known valuere and” 
Tuomas, Mary Extza, Walsall Sept. 3 Enoch Evans & Son, 20, Bridge-st..| chattel auctioneers (estab ished over 100 years), have a staff of Expert 
Walsall } i i iri } 
Waap, Heway Wiuraep, Hertford. Aug. 8. Chas. 8. Tuckey, Harpé nden Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiri valuations for 
purpose. Jewels, hie furs, furniture, works of art, bric-A-brac, 9 


Weasten. Joseru, Morley. Aug. 5. G. F. Crawford, 17, East-parade, Leeds r0a¢ 
July &. W Henry Jago, Plymouth ' speciality.—{ Apvr. 


Aug. 2. Smith, Smith & Fielding, Shef 








25. Worthington Evans, Dauney & 


Srupp, ARTHUR 


fhelds : 
D. Mainland Dodd, %, 


Wits, Witttam, Sampford Courtenay 





FIRST MEETINGS. Srroxe, Roser? Fenousson, 69, Ranelagh-rd., Pim- 


B k N Ss. lico, Civ 1 ini » 5 
an ru ptcy otice Moros, Witstam B., Bolton, Glass Merchant. July 9 | lateite aie Jaly 16 at 
London Gazette.—Foipar, June 27 at 3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester ; “ nae ee 

: Morarisoy, Ferrer, Leigh-on-Sea, Essex. July 17 at ADJUDICATIONS. 


RECEIVING ORDERS 11.30. Off. Rec., 14, Bedford-row ' . 
High Court Moxeisox, Taomas, Leigh-on-Sea, Essex. July 17 at Anpernton, Jomn, Gilstead, Bingley, Farmer. Brad. 
. ll. Off. Rec., 14, Bedford-row . ford. Pet.*June 7. Ord. June 30 
Ravecor, Ataeer, Finchley, Company Director. July 10 Comme, pases —. —. "45 King- 
bury. Pet. Marel Ord. June 2 at Il. Off. Reo., 14, Bedford-row a SUE, See cane SS, Ge cay © 
Davie. Baris Goup, I Mg Bt Cinemato- | Rextox, Percy, Stamford Brook-rd., Bedford Park. a > aa Balch, th Colegen cea 
graph Proprietor Neath. Pet. June 2%. Ord July 10 at 1130. Off. Rec., 14, Bedford-row. High Court opt’ Men #7 “ ‘a —— = 
, na Suixw, Anraor Jomy, New Burlington-st. July 9 at) pee Ce mies @nt hi vies une 5 ;' 
Fruow, Witt, Weet Auckland, Durham, Deputy Ml. Bankruptoy-bidgs., Carey-st Court " Pet “Mar oe Ord Ful : oe = 
Overman. Durhem. Pet. June @. Ord. June @ Carey-s. : E : zh : 
KNiomr, ALEXANDER, Shotton, Flint, Pork Butahe rs | Warrtaxer, Apnanam LONGDALE, Hare-ct., Temple, a hea as | fae — Se 
Assistant. Chester. Pet. June 25. Ord. June 25 ” ~~ at ian July 9 at . mage = any _ elder. eds. et. June 30. Ord. 
Marmzw. Tou, © linet Nort aes a : eLLow, Wittiam, Spennymoor, Durham, Deputy er 2 > ws . 
’ bury. Pet May 2. Ord — pea man. July 9 at 2.90. Off. Rec., 3, Manor-pl., Sun How, W. A. Cutrrorp, Luton, Cycle Dealer. Luton. 
Weis, G. H., Sheffickl, Admiralty Official. Sheffield derland. — Pet. May 1. Ord. July 1. 
- Ra ee = ge ~4 ) ‘ JENKINS Joseru, Pentre, Colliery Surfaceman. Ponty- 
2 : 2 ADJUDICATIONS ; pridd. Pet. July 2. Ord. July 2. 
’ ae ‘ ‘ Warrwam, Vircent Hersert, Manchester. Monumen 
Amended Notice substituted for that pubtiches in the | Bramaw, Geonor Patiire Roserts, St. Margaret's Bay, Mason. Manchester. Pet July 2. Ord. J “e - 
London Gazette of June 17 Canterbury. Pet. March 14. Ord. June 26. | Witttms, Davip, Blaengwynfi, Collier. Neath. Pet. 
Wickins, Samvcet, Kennington-rd., Company Promoter Henry Vincent, Aldermen’s-walk. High June 30. Ord. June 30. 
High Court. Pet. Mareh 31. Ord. June 6 Pet. April 10. Ord. June # , . 7 
Inwin, Hewny Strorr, Buckingham-gate. High Court ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
— . , Fet. Deo. 20. Ord. June 28 7 
FIRST MEETINGS. Lepeurr, Bawaanrn Owsn, Swaneea, Insulating En ORDER RESCINDED 
Anmstrone, Hvon Kenyern, Stepney. July 8 at 11 gineer. Swansea. Pet. June %. Ord. June % Pizzey, Marton (widow), Bournemouth. High Coart, 
Bankruptey-bkigs., Carey-st Revtox, Peacr, Stamford Brook-rd Bedford Park Rec “Ord March 27 ” Adjud 4 il 24 Tt “a 
KNIORT, ALrxaxpen, Shotton, Flint, Pork Butcher's Brentford. ‘Pet. May 21. Ord. June 27 Annul. June 26. nani —_ 
Acstetent y July 9 at 12. Crypt-chmbrs., Eastgate Scumip, Hermans, St i oe “Vv Aldermanbury, | Szarmma, Henry Moss, Charing Cross-mansions 
ow, Chester 8 erchant g our ot | . . ; cto g ‘ . 
Warp, Sertiues Foxley, Norfolk, Publican. July 7 at io = Hiss oe 1904" Adie "s ms 7 ae 
19.30. Off. Ree., 8, Upper King-et., Norwiah = nia a 
a ne . Ivan, Manchester, Engineer. July ADJUDICATION ANNULLED gees 
7 at : ) ec., Byrom-st.. ] : : } : 
yrom-st., Manohester : Sranuz, Geonoe, Mount Radford, Exeter, Tobsoconist London Gazette.—Tvrspay, July 8. 
ADJWDICATIONS. — Adjud. April 18 1913. Annul. June 18, RECEIVING ORDERS 
Becater, Jonn E., Futney. Wandsworth. Pet. M: ' 7 
16. Ord. June 2 P Baers ad ’ : ee es a as 1 : a 
Davies, Bertie Gown, Briton Ferry Glam, OCinemato London Gesette—Fawar, July 4 DowaLpson, G H M ~ Culsenel ‘High Court Pet. 
graph Proprietor Neath. Pet. June 25. Ord RECEIVING ORDERS May 19. Ord. June 2% - , 

June & : _ - ; . G T . ; 3, Pi tng 
Kino, Witttam Frepericx, Vauxhall Bridge-rd. High — Soc 12. Ot i —T ep. See ee igh Court. Pet. daly Hey e's —— 
Court. Pet. Sept. 24. Ord. June 23 z pers Se. SES. CON Goscn, Natanie ADELAIDE | " @tan , 
Kxtomr, Atexaxpen, Shotton, Flint, Fork Butcher's pe Ft ae gy a High Court. Pet, dune @ Ord. July te 
- Aestotent.. Chester. Pet. June 25. Ord. June 25 a elder, Leeds. Pet. June 30. Ord. | Jouxson, Rosert Wiiu1am, Nunthorpe, Joiner and 

MARSHALL, OWLAND ALrrep, Bickenhall-mans samen > 1 . 7 Cart ght Sto ‘on-Tee ot. ly 
Baker-st. High Court. Pet. April 28. Ord June 35 ey h  - ae os 1 Surfaceman. at "3. seen a aac we uly 
Mercen, Antave James, Knowle-rd.. Brixton, Head | pywr - -— gt ee . E tite” Y ni, aad Lawrence, Wit Staytey James, Twickenham 
. Waiter. High Court. Pet. May 19. Ord. June 2% : Haul B ham ion tf <n holsterer and Decorator. Brentford. Pet. Jul 
NENTSKY, Micmatt, Brompton-rd. High Court. Pet _——, 5 = gee 4 — nes = Ont, Sone 30. Ord. July 4. ‘ j 
. Feb. 19. Ord. June 25 ‘ High C rt » sae na’ Pp ; igh ae Solicitor. | Loverr, Tomas James, Upper Tooting. Wandeworth, 
Newman, Taronone Frank, Anerley. Croydon. Pet. | p — ~ . ae June 4 Ord July 2 Pet. May 23. Ord. July 3. 
May 236. Ord. June 21 Oe pricht ~~ pee Pa gy Kingsway. | wawwina, Epwarp Gores, Southampton, Baker's 
Riamaws, Cuanies Anravr Ennest Preecy, Ipewich. | ¢ nda ah ye SS. come S wee. ome 30 i Sundriesman. Southampton. Pet. July 4. Ord 
Gorn Chandler Ipswich Pet May 31 Ord —, —— or Ranelagh rd., Pimlico, July 4 . 
wien eae Foxley, Norfolk, P lane . igh Court. Pet. Oct. 31. Ord. | Syira, Epwarp Jomn, Northumberland. Newcastle 
~ wn oxley, Norfolk, Publican. Norwich : i , . upon Tyne. Pet. Sept. 24. Ord. July 2. 
_ Pet. May 27. Ord. ‘June 26 —— beer pe 4 ee Fallowfield, Manchester, Sousa. FRANK Coniston-rd. Muswell Hill Accoum 
Yettow, Wittiram, Weet Auckland. Durham, Deputy Goa da 3 — saneheoter Pet. July %. tant. High Court. Pet. April 11. Ord. July 3. 
Overman. Durham. Pet. June 23. Ord. June 23 Wittrams, Dav > Blaengwynfi, Glam., Collier. Neath SATeeR, — Grorrrsy R., Chelsea. High Court, 
Bitten Gee cn Ode 8 Pet. June 30. Ord. June 30 Pet. May 6. Ord. July 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Amended ag weg ee - = published in the ADJUDICATIONS. 
ondo am co d ec 2 > ‘ ; 
Anwpertos, Jouw, Giletead, Bingley, Yorks, Farmer Yettow, Witsmam, Weet- Auckland, Durham, Deputy Gutore, EDwAnp Cuaniza, Pimlico, Motor Enginetts 
Bradford. Pet. June 7 Ord ar : ye o . . High Court. Pet. July 3. Ord July 4 
ane 7 rd. June 27 Overman. Durham. Pet. June 23. Ord. June 3 z . 
Cannon, Atraep Epwarp, Esher, Surrey, Bookmaker | | OMe, Meseunse Aamase, Seatepegens. Sigh One 
Kingston, Surrey Pet, June - Ord. Sone oR Amended Notice substituted for that published in the Pet. June 6. Ord. July 4. 
Leseun?, Bawsiuin Owen, Swances, Insulating Be London Gasette of July 1 Jouxsox, Rosenr Witt, Nunthorpe, Joiner and 
gineer. Swansea. Pet. June 36 ’ Ord Jane on Warrraker, Anernam Lonepiute, Hare-ct.. Temple, Bar- Cartwright. Stockton-on-Tees. Pét. July 3. Ord 
Monoaw, Wrt114" B.. Bolton. Glass Merchant Bolton rister at Law. Hich Court. Pet. Mar. 24. Ord. July 3 : > t 
Tot See Oh Gok Seen be June 2 — Wittusm Srantey James, Twickenham vF 
Stmss, Anracr Jonx, New Burlington-st. High Court olsterer and Decorator. Brentford. Pet. July 
Pet. June 11. Ord. June 26. wha > FIRST MEBTINGS. ott, Tey 
Warrraxen aseaman Lowenan a — . . . ANNING, Eowarp Groror, Southampton, Bakers’ Sam 
> 4 BR, < ple, Anperrox, Jonn Sheriff Farm, Gilstead, Bingley 
i High Court. Pet. March % Yorkshire, Farmer. July il at Il Off Rte. 12, | _ pen i8e53 i, = 
rd. June 26 Duke-st., Bradford . "es 
: Caxsox, Atrrep Epwarp, Holme Hense High-st., > Get, ee Sheffield. Pet. May $& 
Amended Notice ewhstituted for that published in the Esher, Surrey, Bookmaker. July 11 at 11. 138, i rd. * v 3. E 
London Gasette of May 23 York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd W — — barge rd., get Promotets = 
H , Same : Davies, Bertie Gown, 2, Church-st, Briton Ferry, Cine- 8 et, SS, ee Oe, See eee F 
oLLoway, Samort James, Ringmer. Lewes. Pet. May matograph Proprietor. July 13 at 1 Of. R 
2. Ord. May 20 pooch a oe oe 
2. Ord. May Government-bldgs., St. Mery’s-st., Swansea ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
ORDER ANNULLING, REVORING, OR RESCIND. | MONTY, Riemann. th Aerdeen-pk., Highbury, | anmisox, Jostrm Groot, Narhorough, Leicestes 
ING ORDER. at itor. July 19 @8 is ankruptcy-biigs., Varey- Nurseryman. Leicester. Adjud. Jan. 27, 1900, 
Gaeex, Wrtms Leis, Lowton, Lanes. Bolton. Reo Roserts, Humenerr, 17, Langley-rd., Smell Heath, | Annul. July 4. 
Ord. Sept. 11, 1918. Annul., Rev. or Rescis. Commission Agent. July 15 at 11.90. Off. Rec., | Teawen, Sawcnt. Leicester, Boot Factor. Leicestaiey 
March 12, 1919. Ruskinchmbrs., 191, Corporation-st., Birmingham. } Adjud. Mar. 20, 1913. Anngul, July 2. 1919, 


Anuetrowe, Heom Kenvera, Stepney 
Pet. April 11. Ord. June 24 
Beaman, G. P. R., St. Margaret's Bay, Kent. Oanter 














